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Mr. Travis Sharp
1305 Webster Street, Unit C203
Alameda, CA 94501

Subject: FOIA REQUEST DON-NAVY 2017-007408

Dear Mr. Sharp:

This letter is in response to your request under the Freedom
of Information Act (FOIA) request, dated June 11, 2017, for
information pertaining to documents concerning Admiral Richard
Colbert located in the archives of the U.S. Naval War College’s
Naval Historical Collection. Your request has been denied in
part. The enclosed documents are being released to you with the
exception of the instances under 5 U.S.C. 552(b) (6), which
authorizes the redaction of information of other individuals
that if released would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion
of their personal privacy.

I am the official responsible for handling your request.
You have the right to an appeal. It must be received within 90
calendar days from the date of this letter. Please attach a copy
of your initial request and amended request, a copy of this
letter, and mark the appeal letter and envelope "Freedom of
Information Act Appeal." You are encouraged (though not
required) to provide an explanation why you believe the
redactions were inappropriate or our search was inadequate. To
ensure that your request is received by the deadline, I
recommend that you make your appeal by using FOIAonline.

Alternatively, you may mail your appeal to:
The Judge Advocate General (Code 14)

1322 Patterson Avenue SE, Suite 3000,
Washington Navy Yard, DC 20374-5066

Please also mail a copy to us at:

FOIA Coordinator

U.S. Naval War College
686 Cushing Road,



5720
Ser N002/0142
Aprii 4, 2019

Newport, RI 02840

If you have any questions, please contact me via e-mail at:
dennis.westman@usnwc.edu or via phone at: {401)841-6403. You
may also contact the DON FOIA Public Liaison, Christopher Julka,
via e-mail at: christopher.a.julka@navy.mil, or by phone at:
(703)697-0031.

Sincerely,

g WESTMAN

LCDR, JAGC, USN
By direction



Naval War College

Naval Histon'cal Collection

Declassification Review Form

Nz;me of Reviewer: -__ Date: é /?/Cig :

CAVAT ol glos ¥ I~ N
- Title of Article: q:u'\chl 0% L‘ir“ﬁ Vl’(:’? N\R&W\\
Author: CQ\ ‘(:.sé\‘r

ToiisarFraeion 25 Mae o -

Classiﬁcation:% Secret [ Confidential Number of ,I;hg.es.: _—:))_____
D’isposition:
A 0% asa {796
XDecIassify IAW OPNAVINST 5513.16 Dated 35APRAIH . -
(0 Additional Review Required.
A

[(j Maintain Current Classification.
Comments:

(3 Article is greater than 30 years old.

(J Continued classification not required per OPNAVINST 5513.16.

[] Other:

QP N7 $513.06 04a7e0 05 APAIT] WS
Cadagso &7 0/umIus7 s§513.16A4 04TE0 06 NPA 199 6.



e e —— s =

© e e e a1 ik

ey

© SECRET

-

; .
PRESIDENT OF THE NAVAL WAR COLLEGE
Newport, Rhode Island
02840

25 August 1969
SER :0073-69

Dear Harry,

You will remember the considerable
discussions in Washington and NATO during the
1962-1964 period of the NATO Multi-Lateral
Force (MLF), the basic concept of which was
the arming of merchant ship hulls with Polaris
missiles in a pre-loaded module. President
Kennedy supported the concept, then later
active U.S. support was withdrawn. As I
remember, we published a2 good deal of technical
information on the concept in open literature
in addition to providing other NATO countries
with further details on a classified basis.

I have had persistent qualms over
the last few years that the Soviets might

—unilaterally "adopt this concept of missile

armed merchant ships as a cheap deterrent
force as well as a cheap way of bridging the
gap between out present large FBM submarine
capability and their own just emerging YANKEE-
class submarine program. Certainly, what was
within the state of the act for us in 1964 is
well within the Soviet capability now.

When one considers that the Soviet
merchant marine is designed, financed, built
and operationally controlled by the Soviet
government in the same way as their Navy, their
potential to create a surface ballistic missile
force along the physical lines of the MLE is
recognizably unique.
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I understand that the RAND Corporation,
a few years ago, did a study on how the Multi-
Lateral Force Polaris missiles-on-merchant-ships
concept might be adopted and used by the Soviets
for the purpose stated above. If, indeed, such
a study was done by RAND, would it be possible
for the War College to have a couple of copies?
I can assure you that they would be put to. good
use in student research and that both the Navy
and RAND might benefit considerably from having
the idea worked over by our students.

We have had a number of new develop-
ments here at the Naval War College in recent
months and I will be writing in the next week
to bring you up to date. Do let me know when
you might be coming East. Hopefully we can

~get you up here for a short visit,.

As always, my warm regards.

Sincerely,

\J e

/6. COLBERT
3 Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

o

Mr. Henry Rowan

President, The RAND Corporation
1700 Main Street : '
Santa Monica, California

SECRET
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i) 15 AUG 1969
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. SECRET (Unclassified when enclosure is removed)

Dear Dr. Frosch,

I appreciate the opportunity of having a
look at the draft for Part II of the study response
to NSSM-50. Recognizing the time pressure under
which the report is being produced, I found it, in
general, to be sound as well as an excellent base
for future studies.

The attached comments were hurriedly
developed over the past three days by the staff
and faculty here at the Naval War College. I hope
they may be of some help and I assure you they are
offered in an objective vein.

On the subject of studies, you might be
interested to know that I have more than doubled
our effort on group research projects here in
response to Secretary Laird's expressed interest
in having the thoughts and ideas of the faculty
and student officers at the military colleges. I
have every expectation that the outstanding
officers now reporting to the Naval War College
for our resident courses will produce some meaning-
ful studies in the coming academic year.

Sincerely;

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

Honorable Robert A. Frosch
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Research and Development)
Room 4E736

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20350
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The Draft for Comment on Part II of the Navy response
to NSSM-50 is basically well conceived and written,
Organization of material is effective and opens many
areas for continuing research and consideration., General
observations drawn from the staff and faculty of the
Naval War College are given below:

{ .

1. The proposal (Page I-4) that the Naval War College
establish a continuing study based upon the NSSM-50

study report is considered sound, and will be followed-up
commencing with the 1969-70 student year. The annual
results of this continuing study would be available as

an input to future CNO studies but is not viewed as an
~entity to replace such study groups as produced the

spbject Draft for comment.

2. With respect to discussion of U.S. withdrawal from
forward bases two-points appear to be underdeveloped by
the report.

a. The time factor is not adequately discussed.
For example, the outcome of the Korean War may have been
predetermined by the U.S. ability to apply force quickly
from nearby bases in Japan. Without such bases we might
well have faced an assault situation against a totally
hostile peninsula rather than holding the Pusan perimeter
until additional force could be brought to bear.

b, The Soviet and Chinese Communist options that
are made available by our withdrawal from overseas bases
do not seem to be fully developed. Conceivably, the Soviets
could fill our shoes in a Soviet dominated Okinawa --
what then? Additionally, the political status of third
world nations is affected by our presence or lack of
presence. Thailand might be forced to modify its present
political position in the absence of U.S. presence near
the Chinese Communist East Asia area.

3. -While it is recognized that the reply to NSSM-50

is an excellent vehicle to air all facets of our story,
it is believed the report contains undue emphasis on
selling Naval air as being cheaper than land based air.
This emphasis should be reduced, although the issue
should still be addressed. '

1 o SECRET
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4. Throughout the study there is a tendency to treat
the Soviet and Chinese Communist threat as one entity,
It is believed that the Soviet and Chinese Communist
strategies are in fact different and that the threat
represented by their individual strategies should be
separately addressed. At the minimum, recognition
should be made that these two threats exist,.

5¢{ Referring to Page III-1 there is reason to believe
that, while the Cuban crisis undoubtedly reinforced

the Soviet new emphasis on maritime strategy, they were
embarked on their building expansion program for some
time prior to the Cuban incident. Construction dates

for many modern ship types predate the Cuban Crisis.

it is more likely that the Suez and Lebanon episodes
wherein our seapower played a prominent part, encouraged
the move toward a maritime strategy.

6. With respect to last paragraph of Page V-22, the
regional multi-national organization capability of smaller
nations is not addressed. It is considered that the
possible formation of regional naval organizations

similar to the Standing Naval Force Atlantic should be
considered a factor in world maritime balance.

Below is a listing of specific points, in some cases
amplifying those above, noted for consideration as
appropriate:

PAGE II-2

Although present alliance structures, including those of
NATO and the Warsaw Pact, may undergo changes during the
1970's, there is no evidence to conclude generally that
they will "experience continuing and accelerating erosion."
In addition, this conclusion conflicts with the statement
that alliances will continue to act "as both constraints
and opportunities and to be one of the keystones of U.S.
foreign policy."”

PAGE ITI-1

Do not believe that the 1962 Cuban crisis "had much to

do with changing their attitude toward naval forces."

Or that "From that time, Soviet comstruction of surface
ships has taken a different direction." Study overstates -
the case. The E-I SSGN with a cruise missile system and
the KYNDA CLGM, KASHIN DLG and KRUPNYY DDGS were either

2 - SECRET
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operational at the time of the Cuban crisis or became
operational so soon thereafter that planning and construc-
tion pre-dated Cuba. (Lead ships: E-1, 1960; KYNDA,
1962; KASHIN, 1963; KRUPNYY, 1959) Soviet naval writing
also supports the view that the shift in naval thinking
pre-dated Cuba. The study would make a much better

case if it pointed out that the Cuban situation reinforced
the new direction of Soviet naval strategy.

PAGE III-2

The first paragraph assumes that the Soviets could not
provide escorts at that time. It may well have been
that they chose not to do so, hoping to maintain the
sécrecy of the entire operation until they could present
.the U.S5. with a fait accompli.

PAGE ITI-5

Mention should probably be made of the fact that the

Mediterranean squadron contains and is closely supported
by deployed submarines, including nuclear powered attack
boats as well as, on various occasions, both conventional

and nuclear powered cruise missile submarines. (J and
E-I1}. 4 -

PAGE I1I-9

The first paragraph does not clearly state that the
Soviet merchant fleet can be used to support the Navy,
as, indeed, it has been used in the South Atlantic,
Indian Ocean and Caribbean deployments.

Another approach of the Soviets to their base problem
may be the port development projects which they have
undertaken or assisted in various of the less developed
countries. For example, Somalia, Yemen, Syria, Egypt,
Aden, etc. The Soviets might be more able to demand a
"quid-pro-quo" from the host country where they had been
instrumental in developing facilities.

PAGE III-10

Believe the following sentence might well be added

after -- '"qualitative improvement of the submarine force."
"This decided qualitative improvement will apparently be
accomplished without sacrificing (significant) numbers’

of their total submarine order-of-battle."

3 o SECRET
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PAGE IV-1

The study has concluded the freedom of the seas is vital
to the U.S. but not to the Soviet Union (see II-10).

This conclusion is considered too limited in that there

is equal reason to believe that the Soviets fully recognize
the' full significance of exploiting the seas to reach
other lands and peoples, and in all possibility see
maritime capability as an essential element to their

own survival in the modern world of competition for the
uncommitted peoples and markets., There is no reason to
believe the Soviets do not fully understand the broadest
implications of seapower in the sense of Mahan's teachings.

?AGE IvV-27

It is assumed that the threat to the U.S. from Soviet
ballistic missile submarines is contained in the T/S
NSSM-16 and/or in the T/S Appendix 1 to NSSM-50. The
present study neither deals with the threat nor the
requisite U.S. Naval forces to counter it.

PAGE V-12 o
Believe the Soviets and the Chinese Communists should
not be grouped together in their strategies of fostering
trouble. Believe their strategies are very different
and should be handled separately. In fact, NSSM-50,

in our view, does not have adequate discussion of how
Chinese or other Communist countries could affect U.S.
naval strategy.

We believe the Soviets would project military force

ashore if they felt it to be vital to their interests and
believed such projection would not lead to a "too dangerous"
confrontation with the U.S. ' '

PAGE IX-5, 7-8

Generally concur with the statement: "In view of all
these possibilities, it is clear that the destruction of
a surface task force is not a simple matter." There are

other considerations however:

(a) The possibility that the Soviet SSGN can solve
his missile fire control problem using passive sonar
against a 20-knot transiting task force or other tech-
niques such as television feed back from a first missile.

4 . . SECRET
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(b} There are a number of world areas where restrictive
geography may well cause the balance of power to shift
from the carrier/surface force to Soviet attackers.
Some of these areas include the Iceland-Faeroes-UK gap,
. Gibraltar, some parts of the Mediterranean, the Red Sea,
the Persian Gulf, perhaps the Cape of Good Hope, the
Straits of Malacca and Sunda, all straits into the Sea
of Japan, the Sea of Japan itself and the open sea areas
east of Japan and the Kuriles.

PAGE IX-9

Several of the areas mentioned above are exactly where
"extreme circumstances of saturation" would be likely

to occur. We contend that whenever the Soviet Navy is
.called upon to attack directly our major surface-carrier
forces, high attrition rates would be acceptable to them.
In fact, we imagine they would consider such forces
entirely expendable.

5 - SECRET
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on the afternoon of the 3rd June when I understand Caeptain
Jungius is also visitingithe.colle e. This would save you giving
a "double audience",a@@?bégqgﬂgﬁlfam leaving in September it would

be extremely valuable from the continuity aspect if he could sit
in when we talk.

I have just returned from g Chief of Defence Staff
Conference which was attended by 80 of the most senior officers
of the three Services and the permanent civil servants.

There were several unsatisfactory and several more
satisfactory features +o this Conference. Amongst the latter was
the First Sea Lord's Categoric statement that the "heart of the
West's maritime capability was in the Washington/Norfolk complex"
and generally the acceptance of this idea. He also set out the
Soviet maritime threat in quite unequivocal terms and this wasg
accepted, or so it seemed to me, by the Chiefs of the Defence
Staff and by all the Royal Air Force officers present; although
of course the Army is still hypnotised by the Central Front in

As you well know, we are utterly constrained by the financial
situation. I wag entranced to hear Mr.Healey discussing the
proposi?ion that Britain's pProper role was a maritime one and that

basis for the Zuropean land forces. Unfortunately he went on to
say, and one cannot but agree, that if we were to withdraw and

relatively larger land and air forces which would be needed. He
SaW no answer but to stagger on "dividing the cake" between the
three Services and doing the best we can.

CONHDENT,A'_ Generally /

Vice Admiral R.G. Colbert, US Navy,
President, Naval War College,
Newport, Rhode Islana. nnanir
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Generally there was rather an air of hopelessness about
any effective means to meet the Soviet maritime threat worldwide
and so I took the liberty of saying that I believed this was now
being studied at the Naval War College under your distinguished
leadership. I said that I had discussed the problem with you and
that I thought as you did that the first thing was to establish
gsome sort of coherence amongst the many Western maritime powers
not only in NATO, where at least there was a semblance of
unanimity, but also with the Organization of American States,
Japan, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa. I said I thought
you were setting up a powerful working party to look at the
possibility of some sort of regional maritime confederations
in the same shape as SACLANT. I suggested for instance that if
the South American navies and the rapidly emerging South African
Navy could be brought to co-ordinate surveillance, could
occasionally train together and perhaps eventually could have
some form of common operational headquarters we would have a
powerful answer in the South Atlantic.

Something also I felt might be done on these lines
between the Royal Navy and the US Navy in the Indian Ocean,
the Persian Gulf and the Bay of Bengal with the help of
Australia and New Zealand; whilst it was obvious to me that
very soon the Japanese Navy would start to emerge and this
together with your Navy could produce another powerful conventional
deterrent in the Pacific.

The Chief of Defence Staff expressed himself extremely
interested in this and told the Assistant Chief of Defence
Staff (Policy) to send me a copy of a paper recently written

x,Vy the Chiefs of the Defence Staff about maritime operations
and instructed me to keep in touch with you and to let him and
the Chief of Naval Staff know anything you cared to divulge on
your plans and ideas. I know that the Chief of Naval Staff,
Admiral Le Fanu, talked to Admiral Moorer that evening (Admiral
Moorer was visiting London) but I have not seen or heard any
record of their conversation.

I am under instructions from CNS to try and produce a

lecture to give in London when I return, sufficiently vapid to

! get bylthe politicians but sufficiently pungent to make an
impact on the subject of the Soviet maritime threat and the need
for our Navy and yours to take a lead in trying to set up some
sort of world naval confederation to meet it. Whether I shall
get time to do much before I go back I do not yet know, but I am
going to have about a week in Rhode Island before I leave,
between the 27 August and the 2nd September. By then my ideas
will have taken much more shape and if by any chance you are

in /

CONFIDENTIA!






FLIRN Naval War College

o ) ‘
%ugg‘; Naval Historical Collection

Declassification Review Form

. Date:__ / : / ﬁ% ' .
L 4 drfadees L Mm %wm% -

Name of Reviewer:
C.b\ ‘Bb ;b\,
Title of Article: S t‘vl- 304

Author: CX)’\\?‘{.‘A\ . -
" m_n*D:ftEBflsresen;ano;mu N\Qx i"’_—l s I e S

Classification: $Secret ] Confidential Number °f.l"'ag'es':' 1 ‘

Disposition:
A op AZA {790
NDeclassify AW OPNAVINST 5513.16 Dated T5APRAIH. -
[] Additional Review Required.
TR
[} Maintain Current Classification.
Comments:

() Article is greater than 30 years old.

(] Continued classification not required per OPNAVINST 5513.16.
- [] Other:

OPNN[”:’7 SSIS.I‘D 0 A7e0 O{ APNIT] WO
Cadaso &1 0PWAIST $513.16A 0aTED 06 NI 199 6.



SECRET - {
(Unclas when =
enclosures are ) d .
removed) - 11 March 1870_

4
SN
CrD
e o]
t=

i Lad

Dear Admiral,

Attached is an exchange of correspondence
with Eddy Van Rees which you may find of
interest. It pertains to an extract froem a
letter from Admiral Maas to the Netherlands
MILREP to NATO Military Committee. '

We have given it a lot of thought here
and I have tried to be objective in putting
forth my views. I feel that the proposals are
certainly consistent with the new "Nixon
Doctrine." One area that may not be adequately
recognized is the political inhibitions that
would have to be overcome within NATO to
deploying the SNF beyond NATO territory end
evenr to move in coordinated national naval
activities as Admiral Haas suggests. And
vet I so well remember the "impossible

~political obstacles™ that we were supposed
to have in selling the SNF, back three years
ago. Ll ’ . i :

- -—

y - As indicated in my letter to Lddy, I
. have emphasized that the thoughts expressed
- . are personal and in no way represent U, S,
- Navy policy. ' ' - . -

We are so looking forwafd to your visit’
with Nan on 17 April, Do hope all goes well.

Prue joins in warm regards to both of ‘

you., .- :
o - . Sincerely,
TSR e .. o oToern
:' ; ‘.. -"- ) j- ;-_ -" .'T--:.-” - o N .. .- - - ) i . ' ‘. E t b‘ g
Ly ... . R, G. COLBERT ‘ B
o n et . Vice Admiral, U. S, Navy SECRE

 Admiral-E. P. Holmes, U. S. Navy
Commander in Chief, Atlantic

: U. S, Naval Base S o
-+ . Norfolk, Virginia 23511 = .. -
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President U.S. Naval War College
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- the instruction to send it to SACLANT.
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- _The other day I received a copy of a lebtter of
my CNO to our MITREP on the NAMILCOM in Brussels, with
A , : AT
On real@ing it, it occurred to me that the contents _
might be of interest to you, so I obtained Admiral Maas!'
permission to send you on a personal basis an extract

of this letter, which is classified SECRET.

- The relevant paragraphs are enclosed herewith; they T
concern the subject of co-ordination of naval activities
outside the NATO area and are intended to brief our

MILREP on the official Netherlands naval point of view.

: I would like to obtain yoﬁr personal opinion as
an U.S, Naval officer. N

é/{] /-, &{'_p/—;:_,’t__,:_ﬂ)_,? 0 \’;;'.’"3-:4. o Sy
- . - - .
-l A S o .- T

A

,ﬁf—f-'g__r‘l/.‘! .

S " P el e I SR
) H Sy el om0 s e T ay i s
. ‘. . - R . < P .3
w,:ﬁn“] ;"j‘;‘wﬂﬂswﬁg;4& /
' O E.H. van Rees

Rear Admiral RNLN
... - .7 Retherlands Iiaison
e AL Representative to SACLANT

- . - . - .
-~
. . L oeal : . TSP R P
. ps )";/L. V0 S RN PO T Paa /r % /—v = ]

i - ’ f T P SN
7 7

= - r : + . . 2 L S Ll )
- (? 1:.;:(}-:.«{-'-’—-.-' [T oS /it g 2 /
, AR OS2 ey, S (e R
A Sl SR g e gty

O e A L 7

e I Ty aitarr o
R RN A ST el B

mlor ey e T




1;-

R 7;{5' ~ SECRET ¢

When the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) came into
being, the Alliance was confronted with a threat on land and
in the air on the European continent, while in case of war

the fleets of the Allied nations had to safeguard the supply

"+ of Europe from the United States acreoss the Atlantic,

The strategic implications of nuclear weapons in their present

' conflguratlon were then not yet fully apprehended

Also it was not envisaged that the Sov1et Union was undertaklng
- the construction of an ocean navy, which could co-operate
already in peacetime with a state owned and operated merchant
navy, fishing fleet and hydrooraphlc/oceanographlc fleet, in
pursvance of polltlco/nllltary objectives.

‘As a result the NATO organlsatlon also imposed limits to its
treaty area at sea.

However, at present it has become 1ncrea51ngly clear, that the
Soviet Union has embarked upon a worldwide maritime strategy,

. in which it exploits the present military status quo in Europe
~and legitimately uses the freedom of the seas in order to

contain the West from outside the NATO sea area, in which most
of the 2llied nations also have their established interests,

The 81gn1flcance of thls marltlme deployment of the Soviets
"should not be underestimated and the coordinated worldwide
* presence of the Soviet maritime potentlal clearly requlres
g distinct Western counterbalance. “o

L This counterbalance should preferably be prov1ded by NATO

- through concerted action also outside the NATO area, thus
-demonstrating Western unanimity and solidarity.
- In this connection” it should be investigated, to what extent

- the Standing Naval Force Atlantic could show the "NATO flag"
" on an Iincidental basis outside the NATO area, although it

_is realised that such action will have its consequences and
therefore ample time will be requlred to allow for the

. necassary arrangments,

! manner.

Nevertheless the recent display'iSoviet activities is of such

- significance, that a perhaps more pragmatic and speedy approach
" should be sought, for instance through coordination of intended

national naval activities which lend themselve thereto,

National cruise and exercise schedules outaide the- NATO-area
could be made to coincide partially or completely, thus also
displaying 1ncreased solldarlty, be it 1n a leso ambltloue

-
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-The maritime NATO partnérs could in furtherance of this submit

Ztheir cruise/exercise proposals to a co—ordinating authority,
who could suggest alterations in order to achieve combined
cruises or maybe exercises and port visits.

~.Such a coordinator should preferably be a national naval
‘commander, holding also a NATO naval command function.
It would appear that CINCLANTPLT/SACLANT is the first choice
-for the role of such a coordinator, or maybe also CINC Western
Fleet/CINCEASTLANT, who has at Northwood, the facilities
-required for such co-ordinating action. N

It could be argued that these co-ordinated activities outside
" the NATO-area wight be detrimental to the number of forces
~available to NATO at short notice, however, on the contrary
.it is felt that the very fact of having a co-ordinating
‘authority, who has an overall wiew of the situation, would
sooner lead to a reduction of the number of sitvations, in
‘which the Alliance would find itself with less naval forces
~than would appear desirable under the prevailing circumstances,
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. Thank you for your thoughtfulness in obtaining the
- extract of Admiral Maas' letter and sending it along to me.
The proposals in it are of real interest to me, and I appre-
ciate the chance to give you my views for your personal use.

R - As you well know, I personally am in complete agreement
-7 with the view that current Soviet maritime activity requires a
2. e - meaningful Western naval counterbalance. I believe that the
< 7. comments of Admiral Skjong and Commodore Gundersen during

- the Seapower Symposium are most illustrative of the urgency

- of this issue. You may recall their observation that the

Soviet naval presence in the Norwegian Sea had become highly

-~ visible to Norwegian seamen and fishermen working in or tran-
;- siting the area -~ so much so that concern had been expressed
. -openly in Norway concerning the absence of U.S. naval forces
‘E_Hg;fffrom the area. Their recommendation that more frequent U.S.
=L i “maval visits to the area be scheduled has merit, but it seéms
. to me how much better it would be if visits from NATO naval
. forces (with U,S. flags among others) were also included.’ -
~.8urely any apprehension by the Norwegian public that the Soviet _
;. Navy dominates the Norweglan Sea must be promptly laid to rest.- ‘
+ . 8imllar considerations apply elsewhere in the world as a T
- result of the growing Soviet activity. ~ s oA R

. r “TAt the College, we have been glving the question searching
‘analysis for some time now, and the basic suggestions out-
lined seem to parallel and complement our own line of thought.

= ..0f course, our analysis here has been conducted under the privi-

“ .27 leges of academic freedom, and our speculations are representa-
e tive only of our own personal ideas. 1In no_sense should they
2.7 be considered as the U.S. Navy or U.S. government views of the
;. ! ’ issue. . I A - .- .- ) .. Lo
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However, I believe that‘you know Admiral Moorer and
Admiral Holmes as SACLANT have both been individual supporters
of an enlarged role for the NATO Standing Naval Force for some
time; and that the suggestions outlined are not totally incon--
- sistent with their pPreviously expressed views, They both have
_ been strong advocates of eliminating the barrier of the Tropic
-of Cancer as NATO's southern boundary in the Atlantic.

- 77 It seems to me that enlarging the area of operations of
© -the STANAVFORLANT might well be the first logical step toward
‘the establishment of a visible counter to Soviet activity on
. @ world-wide basis. From the standpoint of a U,S, naval
officer, there are several considerations which tend to make
_ such use of this force quite appealing. - - SR
L - First, President Nixon's recently fofmalized foreign
.=, ..~ policy posture dictates a decreasing "profile" of U.S.
C - military involvement outside the country, while reaffirming
> ..7.) at the same time the intent of the U,S, to continue to sup-
= port our world-wide commitments. These dual objectives might
oo .J-o.:best be supported by a selected broadening of the U.S. naval
' ‘f”;h;presence in foreign waters., At the same time, however, we
" Ti=lare in a period of rapidly declining funding, which forces .
“lepth @ reduction in the numbers of ships we can operate and support.

:"% I believe that neither the announced cuts in forces nor
-, the implicit constraints of the President's policy will sub-
Uh R stantially affect existing U,S. naval deployment patterns.
© .t:r. However, the Navy will be hard-pressed to undertake any ,
%+ enlarged deployment commitments involving more than a modest
numerical presence. This condition exists as a result of
simple arithmétic. Thus, in addition to, possible political
"and psychological advantages inherent in more visible- and
extensive operations by the STANAVFORLANT, there is a con-
" crete numerical advantage as well, The U.S. Navy should have
S little difficulty in continuing to dedicate one or more
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destroyers to this force while fully supporting our existing
Sixth and Seventh Fleet deployment pattern. Such use of the
force represents an opportunity to the U.S, Navy to multiply
the .effect of our limited assets while enlarging the scope of
options available to our leadership. .

On the political and/or psychological side, there are
‘some distinctly interesting possibilities from the U.S., pdint
. of view. For example, I recall an incident which occurred in

1966 which best serves to illustrate the point.’

~ 7 In the fall of that year, while I was calling on Admiral
Roboredo, he expressed deep concern regarding the operations .
. of the Royal Navy off Mozambique arising from events in
‘Rhodesia. He commented that permission for any requested
.. Royal Navy visits to Lisbon would be emphatically denied on
~ .'this basis, At the same time, the IBERLANT inaugural was
- impending, and in connection with the arrangements I was request-
ing clearance for a concurrent visit of the then NATQ Match-
-, . maker Squadron to Lisbon to participate in the ceremonies. The
J « W group included a British ship, and the squadron was under the
“wro.x .. command of a Royal Navy Commodore. Admiral Roboredo promptly
" "ragreed. When I expressed my surprise, he made it plain that
.~ ¢ v, the two cases were regarded as being quite different from each
i lother, Under the then-existing circumstances, a Royal Navy
~* .t visit on a unilateral basis had to be denied, but as part of
.+ 'a NATO multinational visit, the Royal Navy would be welcomed.
23" As you kiow, there are a number of ports in the Med which the
* . U.S. Sixth Fleet does not visit, such as Algiers -~ I find it
7 interesting to speculate on Algerian reaction to a request from
NATO for a port visit by a NATO, squadron which included an
- American ship. It seems quite possible that a visit request
" couched in these terms might well be received favorably, while
@ unilateral request might be denfed. o ol DT

o * " There are some specific ideas which oceur to me regarding
C.sw the implementation of the two suggestions included in the paper.

e
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With regard to the broadened use of the STANAVFORLANT
outside the geographic NATO area, we should remember that
no precedent will be set. The STANAVFORLANT has previously
operated south of the Tropic of Cancer by participating in
the annual Springboard training exercises off Puerto Rico,
An extension of this idea is that future enlarged operations
‘of the force could be related to the NATO sunny Sead Program. -
For example, the squadron might cruise south past the Cape
.. Verde Islands and simply continue down the West African coast,
conducting training exercises enroute and calling at appro-
priate ports from time to time. A .call in Liberia or at some
~ of the NATO oriented ports might be most suitable for the
initial effort, particularly if a Brazilian squadron could be
‘encouraged to join the force at sea for exercises and Jjoint
. entry iInto port. On the return trip, it might be feasible to -
schedule a brief entry into the Mediterranean or a visit to
-Casablanca. Morocco's recently increasing ties with the Common
. Market may make such a visit more acceptable than it might
_have been in the past. 1In this regard, the Standing Naval
' Force seems ideally suited as a vehicle for the West to rein-
. ..force and exploit such economic and political initiatives,
- 7+ __The Soviets are clearly integrating their maritime efforts in

'lﬂihf*support of their political and economic goals, and responses

. ... ,-'in kind by NATO are quite appropriate, it seems to me.

- w7 nps%" Thé second point raised by the paper is that of
' . .establishing means of cooxrdinating national naval exercise
- and cruise schedules to provide a counter presence to Soviet
. . activity where appropriate. Again, I personally support the
7. broad concept, and concur that such coordination may be the
. most speedy way of establishing a responsive and flexible
- counterbalance to minimize the possible impact of Soviet
--i.maval activity. This would be particularly responsive to the
Norwegian problem mentioned above. - : "
o - There are a number of considerations which occur to me
- .- regarding the location of such a coordinating center. I am
" ’sure you recognize that the headquarters complex at Norfolk

S
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is unlquely capable of suppo:ct:mcr such a coordinating effort,
For example, the U,S, Atlantic Fleet training and operating
schedule is generated and approved through the CINCLANTFLT
side of the staff, while the U,S. joint command, CINCLANT,
is authorized to conduct direct liaison with oLher U.S.
. Jjoint commands for coordination of operations outside the
- Atlantic area. Specifically, this coordination re3p0n51b111ty
affects such matters as the scheduling of the UNITAS cruises,
-and uncomplicated lines of coordlnatlon with all the South
American navies exist for this purpose. With both these
commands embodied in one U.S, naval officer, proposals for
coordination can be considered and approved without undue delay.
At the same time, the SACLANT organization has authority to
encourage, through liaison with CINCEASTLANT, similar coordina--
_tion of NATO naval training and operational cruises as well as
~ that of the Standing Naval Force. 1In addition, the established
- communications infrastructure associated with these command
.~ organizations permits ready response to the increased demands
11ke1y to be made of an international coordinating center as
- lt matures as an’ 1nstrument of comblned naval policy.
= A p0351b1e dlsadvanLane of locatlng the center at Norfolk
- 1s the increased risk of undeSLreJ publicity resulting from
- possible press misinterpretation of the purposes of this
¢5~ﬁ,1ncreased activity. However, this seems easily minimized, on
I »inquiry, by representing the coordinating activity as no more
" ..than a simple extension of previous 51m11ar coordination
... efforts, now made more necessary by the reduction of U.S. fleet
- numbers and the desires of friendly navies to increase their
own capabilities through coordinated training with U.S. and
. NATO naval forces. Such a representation would seem to me to
.. - be both accurate and in keeplncr with announced U.S. and NATO
'Tf.pollcles. R JUTUE S S AU R

R -,
- .. - . . . L . . -

_ In principle, at least, establishment of a coordinating
- center at Norfolk would seem to be most desirable, although

. other locations may recommend themselves as the concept
‘-matures. . R Tk e
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In summary, our analysis here at the War College is
 substantially in agreement with that outlined in the paper:

. a. Given the visible Soviet naval activity of recent
' years, a definite need exists for a continuing outward
manifestation of Western naval strength and unlty
b. Such a dlsplay w111 operate to limit possrble

- psychological or political gains hoped for by the Soviets

through the use of their naval forces.

"¢. The Standing Naval Force Atlantic can be of real
value in such a-role both in and out of the established
NATO command area. There are, however, limitations on the

. use of this force which may affect ltS responsrveness to the

"stated need. -

. d. It appears that a most effective and speedy method
'of providing a multi-national Western counter~presence may
be through the establishment of a coordinating activity able
to monitoxr both Soviet and Western naval movements.
‘ e. This center must have an established communications
- .. and command liaison structure appropriate to promote combined
.- -Western and NATO naval cruise and exercise schedules wrthout
- - undue delay w T S, e
st f, The SACLANT/CINCLANT/GLNCLANTFLT Headquarters Compleh
- at Norfolk appears most adequate to the task contemplated,
and location of the center there would seem to be a logical
~and effective extension of the basic groundwork laid over the
1ast twenty years. T R AP
"I must emphasize once more that these ideas have been
developed under the unique atmosphere of academic freedom
which we encourage here at the War College. I am pleased
‘to be able to pass them to you with the hope that they will

S,L-LCm
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foster the furthcr develoPmonL of the ideas expressed by
Admiral Maas' paper. I am sure you understand that these
views cannot be lntelpreted as those of the U.S. Navy or as -
U.S. government policy.

Welcome back from your vacation. h S
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Dear Champ,

Attached is a resume of meetings I had during my
recent trip to Europe. It might be of interest to you
and others there in Op06. I am sending a copy to
Fritz Harlfinger.

As you know the purpose of my trip was to take
soundings to determine whether we would get top level
representation at a second Seapower Symposium in the
Fall of 1971 and to elicit background information that
might be useful in our worldwide ASW study that the
CNC has directed.

It was good seeing you the other day.
As always, warm regards,

Sincerely,

R, G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy

Vice Admiral F. J. Blouin, U.S. Navy
Deputy CNO (Plans and Policy)

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20350

Copy to: RADM Harlfinger

PERSONAL/SECRET



ﬁ.f-" 7

PERSONAT, /SECRET

RESUME OF MEETINGS BETWEEN VICE ADMIRAL R. G. COLBERT, USN,
PRESIDENT OF THE NAVAL WAR COLLEGE AND NAVAL LEADERS IN
LONDON, ROME, MADRID, BRUSSELS AND STOCKHOLM DURING THE
PERIOD 16 SEPTEMBER - 30 OCTOBER 1970.

LONDON

* VADM Edward Ashmore, RN, Vice Chief of Naval Staff:

He was very enthusiastic about the U.S. Naval War
College Seapower Symposium and supports a second symposium
in November of 1971. He agrees that a regional symposium
for the Eastern Atlantic is unnecessary in light of the
SACLANT Symposium scheduled for November of this year.
This latter symposium will include all of the countries
bordering the North Atlantic, except Spain, which might
otherwise have been provided for in a separate symposium.

He expressed concern at the shift of the balance of
power at sea, and yet, is less inclined than others I met
with to view the overall Soviet threat at sea as ominous.
Believes that the Soviets are very unlikely to force a
confrontation which could end up in Hot War,

While recognizing the desirability of having certain
allies, who are capable, increase their ASW forces, he is
adamantly opposed to the West German Navy getting out into
Blue Water. He does like the idea of FRAM DD's, while
"warm," going to smaller allies; but only if the U.S. pro-
vides support in the form of spare parts.

He privately indicated that he had strongly favored
John Bush over John Frewen as First Sea Lord.

It would appear that the Attack Carrier problem in the
Royal Navy revolves around personnel. The hope is to keep
two of the carriers, but with the likelihood that only one
will remain active.

ADM Sir Michael Pollock, First Sea Lord Designate:

As the former Comptroller he is still thinking about
financing problems of the Royal Navy.

PERSONAL/SECRET
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He was very interested in the Naval War College Symposium
and supports a second one in 1971, He cannot commit himself
as to his presence at the next Symposium at this early date.

He believes, as do most of the RN, that NATO should have
a Supremo at sea rather than split commands in:the Mediter-—
ranean and Atlantic, as of now.

He confirmed that the British still support the concept
of a Standing Naval Force in the Mediterranean.

He is enthusiastic about "thrudeck” cruisers as the
answer to the CVA in the long term, 1l.e., with helo's for ASW
and Harrier's for attack.

Because of current budget restrictions he could hold out
little hope of expansion of ASW capabilities by the RN at this
time. He deplored the reluctance of all the NATO allies to
pick up their proper share of the security load.

'VADM LeBailly, DNI:

He advised that his people were starting a study focussed
on the Southeastern coast of the Med, looking at the buildup
by the Soviets of naval base facilities from Libya east. He
is deeply concerned about a new base which presumably is being
developed 100 miles west of Alexandria, at Mersa Matruh.

He strongly supports the seapower symposium in November
1371. He also indicated this after his new appointment as the
Chief of Defense Intelligence he will be in a better position
to support top level participation at the Symposium in 71.

On our worldwide ASW study, he echoed similar views to
those of Ashmore-Pollock. He asked, "How did Ed react?" to
the idea of Germany being asked to expand her naval forces in
the ASW area. He clearly knew that VADM Ashmore was bitterly,
anti-German in this regard.

He is deeply concerned at recent Soviet activities on
the island of Socotra. According to him, Soviet forces were
recently on the beach there building a communications station
as part of some sort of naval base facilities.

He advised that VADM Terry Lewen is to relieve Ed Ashmore

sometime late in the year. He also advised that while many
people thought Lewen would become First Sea Lord, the chances

2 _ PERSONAL/SECRET
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were that he was considered "too strong" a character in the
light of Peter Hill-Norton, another strong character, going
on up to Chief of Defense Staff.

Peter Kirk, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for
Defense, RN (formerly known as First Lord of the Admiralty):

Mr., Kirk had learned of my visit to London and asked
me to call.

He is deeply concerned with the situation in the Indian
Ocean and was proceeding to that area in the next couple of
weeks for an on-the-spot visit. He is particularly worried
at what the Russians have done in Mauritius, including the
development of Port Louis and the adjacent area as a possible
naval base (naval air base) and the potential of Mauritius to
support submarines and surface ships which could interrupt
the LOC around the Cape of Good Hope. He was surprised that
the U.S. would have major concern for its sea traffic in this
area. He did not realize that we have many flags of conveni-
ence tankers that use this route and that we have a vital
stake in keeping this LOC open.

He agreed that the threat at sea was growing sharply
vis-a-vis the threat on land and that navies of NATO needed a
larger share of available resources to combat this threat.

He was pessimistic that the current Tory Government would
necessarily recognize this philosophy. He mentioned that
many Top Tories had served in the British Army and their

allegiance was in that direction.

He is deeply concerned that the Soviet strategy of eco-
nomic aid, military assistance, political support backed up
by a naval presence at critical times was working so well in
the Indian Ocean. He was also concerned at the Chinese threat
in the Indian Ocean area and the Chinese presence in various
countries of East Africa.

ROME

VADM Pighini, IN, Deputy Chief of Staff, Defence. (U.8. Naval
War College NCC class of 1958):

He is most enthusiastic about the prospect of a second
Seapower Symposium in 1971 at the U.S. Naval War College. lHe
indicated that he had been trying to initiate a regional sea-
power symposium for the Mediterranean, but his problem had been

3 PERSONAL/SECRET
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-that there was either only a caretaker government or a short
life for Italian governments when installed. With respect
to the Jordan crisis, he was delighted at the U.S. prompt use
of the Sixth Fleet, i.e., the naval strategy of interposition
(which was discussed at some length). As on previous visits
to Rome it is quite clear that tremendous dependence is placed
on the U.S. Sixth Fleet; in some ways too much. I stressed
the point that the Italian Navy, I believed, could play a more
significant role in the area.

VADM Pighini; RADM Di Giorgi, Deputy Chief of Staff Navy (NCC
class of 1961 at U.S. Naval War College); RADM Cassardi, DNI
and RADM Torrisi, Deputy Chief of Staft Navy Ops; (Admiral
Splgai, the Chief of Naval Staff was 111 and did not partici-
pate in this meeting at the Navy Ministry).

The subject of a Standing Naval Force Mediterranean was
thoroughly discussed. The point was made by RADM Di Gioxgi,
and the others, that while the Italian Navy favored such a
force, the political obstacles within his government were
overpowering. The Italian Navy considered that it had won a
"great victory" in obtaining agreement to the on-call force
concept. This is now working well. They pointed out that
space/time factors in the Med, as compared to the Atlantic,
make an on-call force guite practicable for relatively quick
reaction. In connection with their ASW efforts in the Med
they are quite proud of their land based helo ASW operations
in the Sicilian channel and want to expand the concept as
feasible. Inquiry was made by RADM Di Giorgi as to the possi-
bility of an LSD being made available to them. No commitment,
of course, was made. While delighted with the DDs they are
obtaining from us, they guestioned whether they could man any
more-—in an effort to increase their ASW contributions. They
mentioned that the Ttalian Air Force apparently finally recog-
nizes the increased submarine threat in the Med and has good
intentions which might produce useful results in time. They
all expressed deep concern at a possible Soviet move into
Malta and its use as a Russian naval base--giving them "con-
trol of the Eastern Med." VADM Pighini quoted a price of 30
million dollars as that "necessary” to keep Malta in the
western camp. He did not elaborate.

MADRID

ADM Enrigue Barbudo Duarte, Chief of the Navy General Staff:

Admiral Barbudo seemed most receptive to the idea of
another Seapower Symposium here at Newport in November of 1971

4 PERSONAL/SECRET
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He obviously had been well briefed on the 69 Symposium by

Admiral Polanco and Vice Admiral Martel. While he did not
commit himself as to attendance, in the event we hold the

Symposium, he gave indications that he would want to come

if he could.

Admiral Barbudo is clearly concerned, deeply concerned,
at the buildup of Russian seapower in the Mediterranean area.
As he says, you can "see the Russian £flag everywhere" in the
Mediterranean today. He also referred to various incidents
where Russian ships come very close to the Spanish coast.

Of course, one of his major concerns are the Soviet subs
and their expanding operations--both in the Mediterranean and
in the Atlantic areas.

He stressed the need for a buildup of the Spanish Navy
and the navy's hopes for some of the ships that are due to be
transfexred from the U.S. Navy, as a result of the recently
.negotiated base rights agreement. He was guite frank in
describing his disappointment at the condition of the ammuni-
tion ship WRANGELL, which has been proposed for transfer to
the Spanish and on which they would have to spend large
amounts of money to try to make the ship operational. He is
deeply concerned at the condition of the five FRAM Destroyers
that are due to be transferred here in the near future, and
asked for the assistance of our naval attache, on the occasion
of this meeting, to ensure that the Spanish Navy receives
ships that will not involve large expenditures to refurbish.

The subject of Spain and NATO came up during the meeting,
and it was gquite clear that the Spanish Navy would like to
have their country join NATO, However, Admiral Barbudo was
most frank in saying that Spain would not "ask" to join NATO.
The "pride and dignity" factor clearly enters in here in a
most significant way. He seemed to be most appreciative of
the U.S. attempts to try to ease the way for Spain's entry
into NATO.

The Admiral was clearly deeply interested in the study
we're doing on the worldwide ASW problem. He also seemed
interested in the remarks I made about the Nato Standing
Naval Force, Atlantic in its three years of successful opera-
tions. He was a most attentive listener to some of the ideas
expressed on the multinational approach to the ASW problem,
but made no commitments.

5 PERSONAL /SECRET
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'VADM Ignacio Martel, President of the Spanish NWC:

Admiral Martel, on first meeting with little encourage-
ment, launched into a dissertation on his concern as to the
worldwide ASW problem and in Free World navies keeping pace
with the challenge posed by the Russian submarine buildup.
He is particularly worried about the sea lines of communica-
tions in the South Atlantic and Indian Ocean Area and here he
was quite frank and candid in saying that he felt that Spain
might well have a special role. He emphasized the value of
the Canary Islands as a base for ASW operations along the
West Coast of Africa which, along with Spanish Sahara, the
Cape Verde Islands, Portuguese Guinea and Angola could pro-
vide valuable operational bases for ASW operations in this
area.

Of particular interest was his suggestion that Spain
might be the "front man®” for working with South Africa in
furtherance of combined naval operations in the area. He
well recognizes the political problems with the United States
making any such overtures to that country. He pointed out
that there is no such inhibition on the part of Spain. What
he appeared to be suggesting was a multinational naval ASW
approcach for the area down the West Coast of Africa and
around the Cape of Good Hope. This might include Spain,
Portugal and South Africa. It was not clear as to whether
. he expected U.S. participation but he emphasized that it
would be absolutely essential for the U.S. to take a strong
leadexship role (even, if behind the scenes), if such a plan
was to succeed.

I mentioned the possibility of the British and the
French in such a concept and it wasn't clear as to his atti-
tude re these two countries. However it would seem logical
and desirable for them to participate. Despite the political
- differences between England and Spain over Gibraltar, I feel
that if any place combined naval operations "at sea" might
well be feasible.

Admiral Martel emphasized the importance of the South
American countries, bordering the South Atlantic, playing
their part in an overall ASW posture for the area. He raised
the issue of UNITAS, which he had heard of from some of his
South American friends. I described one concept that has
been proposed for UNITAS in the past and which I believe
certain South American navies may be interested in, i.e.,

-to recast it as a permanent force similar to the Standing
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Naval Force Atlantic. There was a consensus that ASW opera-
tions on the Atlantic coast of South America should be co-
ordinated with any that might be set up for the West Coast

of Africa. He mentioned that Argentina, Brazil and Venezuela
had been in touch with Spain, and he believed also South
Africa, in connection with possible coordinated naval opera-
tions. This needs to be looked into from an intelligence
viewpoint.

While Admiral Martel insisted that all of his thinking
was representative of his personal views, and not official
thinking, I cannot help but believe that he must have nominal
support in his thinking from Admiral Barbudo, the Chief of
Naval Staff. His thoughts on the ASW problem in this area
are most interesting, particularly the indicated willingness
for Spain to take an important share of the responsibility.

I feel that this meeting and the information obtained could
be very useful for our worldwide ASW study.

Admiral Martel is clearly discouraged on his plans for
a regional Seapower Symposium. The whole problem centers
around national "pride and dignity" and fears that some
countries will not accept when invited. On balance I did not
force the issue because I don't feel it is essential at this
time to go ahead with this regional symposium, He is most
enthusiastic about another "world" symposium at the U.S.
Naval War College in the Fall of 1971 and hopes to attend,

Commodore Lurguin, CNS Belgian Navy:

In company with Captain Poskin, Deputy CNS (NCC class
of 1960, U.S. Naval War College) and Commander McCoy (NavAtt
Belgium), I had a very useful meeting with Commodore Lurquin,
who returned in the middle of annual leave to see me. The
major goal of the Belgian Navy today is to obtain four small
- frigates of about 1500 tons. This has been a long term
personal goal of Commodore Lurguin and he is nearer to it now
than ever before., In actual fact, the ships will be closer
to 1800 tons than 1500 tons, but for "political reasons" they
are described as only 1500 tons. Commodore Lurguin agreed to
send to Captain Schlim, RBN, a student at the U.5. Naval War
College, all the specifications and details on this frigate,
which has been fully designed, so that this information can
be used in the NCC continuing study of the "ideal interna-
tional frigate."

Commodore Lurquin had just returned from Spain. He is
a great admirer of that country but feels that trouble is
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‘brewing, in that the many tourists, particularly American
tourists, are making the Spanish lower classes, who are
essentially servants to the tourists, unhappy with their lot.
He believes that trouble may erupt particularly in the period
after General Franco might withdraw. He was non-commital
about Spain entering NATO. He felt that the Scandanavian
countries would be always a problem, even after General
Franco might disappear and a semi-democratic government might
be formed in Spain.

Commodore Lurquin confirmed that the French Navy is very
pro-NATO and in his opinion, could be depended on in time of
war,

In addition to the immediate goal of the 4 frigates, the
Commodore is determined to change the image of the Belgian
Navy from the "minesweep navy" as it is known in Belgium, to
one with a broad mission which would be to protect the sea
lines of communication for Belgium. Here is a navy with the
knowhow, desire, and enthusiasm to pick up a share of the ASW
load. We might well support an expansion of its capability.
In this regard, I passed on a copy of a paper on "Naval De-
fense Policy for Small Nations," reflecting my views on this
subject. This paper was to be delivered to the Minister of
‘Defense, Mr. Segers, when he returned to Belgium on Wednesday
of 30 September, and was to be introduced that same day at the
"contact” session of the Congress I was attending there with
various foreign War Colleges represented. The goal of this
paper is to help the Belgian Navy (and other small navies)
in every way possible to expand its (their) ASW capabilities,
in line with the terms of reference of our worldwide ASW
study.

While Commodore Lurguin is hopeful that he will receive
the funding for his frigates, he is discouraged at the atti-
tude of the political leadership vis-a-vis increased defense
expenditures. He emphasized that he felt that the political
leaders of not only Belgium, but other NATO countries of
Western Europe, were "wishful thinking" in connection with
the Soviet threat. As he pointed out, political leaders of
these democracies cannot expect to gain votes by supporting
increased defense expenditures. Expenditures on social wel-
fare reform are the real "carrots" for votes in Western
Europe today. This of course presents us with a real problem
in connection with our study.

8 PERSONAL/SECRET
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LGEN The Baron de Cumont:

In a brief luncheon meeting with the General, the former
Chairman of the Military Committee and an o0ld friend, I dis-
cussed ways that we might approach NATO countries and en-
courage them to increase theilr investments in their navies
and particularly in their ASW capabilities. He strongly
recommended that in connection with NATO, we follow the same
pattern that I did some three years ago, when I presented the
Soviet Worldwide Maritime Threat brief of SACLANT to the
Military Committee. This was then followed by a request by
the DPC to hear the same briefing, and subsequently by the
PermReps requesting that the briefing be taken to their na-
tional capitals for presentation to their top level authori-
ties. This would appear to be a very desirable way to do
it--the only question is whether it should be done as a
Sechef U.S5. project, or SACLANT brief for NATO. On balance,
I am inclined to the U.S. approach.

"The Congress: (celebrating the 100th Anniversary of the
Belgian National War College):

The general sense of the Congress was that the United
States should not reduce its commitments to NATO because if
it did, NATO might well collapse. Professor Van der Bengel
of the Netherlands made this point in strong fashion, empha-
sizing that the United States should recognize the "political
realities™ which would prohibit any increased defense expen-
ditures by the political leadership of the Western Europe
democracies. On the other hand, Professor Richard Starr, of
the Hoover Institute, made a strong case for the fact that
Europe would have to fill the gap--because it was a "politi-
cal reality" that the United States was going to have to
reduce its commitments, particularly land based forces in
Western Europe in the years ahead.

S PERSONAL/SECRET



PERSONAL/SECRET
- STOCKHOLM: (Official Guests of the Swedish Government)

Upon arrival on 30 September, the afternoon and evening
were devoted to personal/informal meetings with COMO
Kierkegaard (NCC Class of 1958 at the Naval War College)
and his family and friends. The official schedule started
the following morning, on 1 October, when COMO Kierkegaard
became RADM Kierkegaard and took over command of the
Coastal Fleet. That morning we proceeded to the naval base
outside of Stockholm where we witnessed Admiral Kierkegaard
taking his 13 gun salute and assuming command of the Coastal
Fleet. We were the only guests other than family for this
relatively simple but impressive ceremony. Immediately
thereafter, in company with the Naval Attache Stockholm
a visit was made to the destroyer HMS SMALAND, the flagship
of COMC Per Rudberg.

Commodore Per Rudberg:

The visit to his ship was most interesting. Clearly
the Royal Swedish Navy were aware of my personal interest
in the RBO8 surface-to-surface missile and while we visited
other areas on the ship, the main focus of briefings for
me was the surface-to-surface missile battery and fire
control system. We witnessed a demonstration of the move-
ment of the missiles from the magazine to the launcher
(which actually was a rather modest arrangement constructed
over the triple mounted torpedo mount aft). As it was ex-—
plained, in adapting the torpedo mount to become also a
launcher for the RB08, it only required the elimination of
one of four torpedo tubes. The arming procedure for the
launcher gave' every impression of being rugged and reliable
but slower than the similar systems that we have for our
surface-to-air missiles. In this regard, the question was
asked about reloading speed during our meeting with COMO
Rudberg, and he estimated that it was about four to five
minutes to reload two missiles.

After witnessing the arming procedure, we then went
on to the fire control/CIC spaces where we were briefed on
the fire control system. While no technological details
were discussed, the impression gained was one of great
enthusiasm for the reliability and versatility of the fire
control system and also for the Dutch surface/air search
radar system which was also described as rugged and reliable
and requiring minimum space on board and minimum maintenance.
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In discussions with COMO Rudberg about the RB08, guestions
were asked as to the cost of the initial installation, the
cost of the individual missiles and the problems of support
maintenance. He estimated that the cost of the installation
in his ship was less than a million dollars, the cost of
the individual missile "about" $150,000 which could be de-
creased drastically if they went into mass production and
the problems of maintenance support relatively modest. The
questioning included the range and accuracy of the missile.
In these cases, he stated that 130 miles was the maximum
range and that the accuracy was practically 1.0 without
jamming.

The overall impression that I gained on this ship and
in observing the enlisted men at various other naval acti-
vities that I visited indicated a relaxed discipline,
particularly in the appearance of the men (shoulder length
and sloppy haircuts and sloppy uniforms which could well
reflect on their professional performance. I observed a
note of apology in the officers in this regard.)

Vice Admiral Lundvall:

We had a very pleasant meeting on Friday the 2nd of
October, the day after he had taken over as Chief of Naval
Staff of the Royal Swedish Navy. We had met once before in
Charleston, S.C., some 5 years ago, and he is clearly enthusi-
astic about the U.S. Navy and the relations of Sweden with
the United States. In our meeting, he tried to emphasize
the importance and the special circumstances of the Baltic
area. This was inherent in my conversations with many of
the other Flag and General officers that I met with during
this visit. The naval officers made it clear that they felt
that the navy was getting less than its share of the resources
and that the Army #&nd Alr Force had priority in this regard.

Admiral Lundvall is very concerned about the ASW prob-
lem in the Baltic. In our various discussions, not only
the initial meeting, but the dinner party for us, we got
onto the subject of what could be done on a regional basis.
I cited the experience in NATO whére we would operate
together with the French at sea, even after the French had
withdrawn from NATO. The idea of the Swedish, German, Danish,
and Norwegian navies operating together in combined exer-
cises, ASW exercises in the Baltic, was discussed back and
forth. I believe a seed may have been planted in this regard.

i1 PERSONAL/SECRET
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Admiral Lundvall is clearly interested in visiting the
United States. However, it was made clear to me that, by
protocol, the United States CNO is due to make the next visit
to Sweden. I plan to recommend to Admiral Zumwalt that he
make this visit and invite Admiral Lundvall back for a return
visit as soon as possible. From both the political and
military viewpoint, I think this has advantages for the
United States.

Vice Admiral Lundvall is clearly in support of the

next Seapower Symposium, in November of 1%71. He has
indicated that he would attend, if at all possible.

12 PERSONAL/SECRET
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SECRET (Unclis_when
enclosures are removed)

1B April 1970

Dear Bill,

I'm attaching a copy of the letter
I recently sent to Dave Richardson
which I mentioned to you on the phone.
I would like your private thoughts on
this proposed Group Research Project
concerning the Sixth Fleet.

As I told you, I don't want to upset
anybody by spreading the word that we
are attempting to downgrade the Sixth
Fleet, even though only in an acadenic
research sense. I am one of its most
vociferous supporters! However, at
this point in time, I think we have to
look at all the options that are open
tH us ~-- particularly those new options
that appear to be consistent with imple-
menting the Nixon Doctrine. As I see
it, the implications of the Doctrine go
far deeper than the mere policy state-
ments that we are going to move toward
a lowered profile in our military presence
abroad and move toward partnership
arrangements withoour allies., In fact,
simply in light of our sharp reduction
in naval forces, which is inevitable,
we are going to be forced in this
direction.
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I will be looking forward to your
thoughts and whether there possibly
has been any thinking in the Pentagon
along these lines. I recognize as we
discussed, that, to many, the mere
ideas expressed in the attached would
be "heresy".

I am also attaching a copy of a
recent speech by Secretary Packard and
copies of recent letters to Champ Blouin
and Tom Davies, pertaining to material
help for our smaller allies t& line with
the Nixon Doctrine. I de hope we are
moving on this.

As always, my warm regards,

Sincerely,

R. 6. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

Rear Admiral W. W. Behrens, Jr., U. S. Navy

Director, Politico-Military Policy
Division, OpNav

Navy Department

Washington, D.C. 20350

PERSONAL/
SECRET



Naval War Co]lege'

Naval Ijﬁstoﬁcal Collection

Declassification Review Form

Name of Reviewer: - Dateﬁ—{ / /Gi%

CNAC Tolcles ¥ .
Title of Article: Sedeal D% L*Q‘H ‘<7"D C&(fﬂl‘* LQ\;A S

Author Cb\ X?QA
Date of Preseﬁtatlog e A M T b e "',:' - «_Lﬁ_mv e "‘“ o

Classification: [} Secret Wonﬁdenhal Numberof Pages __Z__

Disposition:
0% asa 1996

weclassify AW OPNAVINST 5513.16 Dated £5ARPRIIH. -

(3 Additional Review Reqmred

',1/

{1 Maintain Current Classxﬁcatlon
Comments:
(7} Article is greater than 30 years old.
(] Continued classification not required per OPNAVINST 5513.16.

O Other:

zo 05 APAIT] WAS

QP N7 5513,/ 047
513.16a 0aTEs 06 NN (99 6.

Cadegeo &7 QAN ns7T S



Tl Ay

4 Pog TO

CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN
Dear Captain Lewis,

As you know, we held an International Seapower
Symposium here at the Naval War College last November.
We had some 38 counteies participating, with 22 nations
represented by their Chiefs or Vice Chiefs of Naval Staff.
The other countries in most instances were represented
by their senior Fleet Commanders or top level staff
officers. Spain was represented by Admiral Enrique
Polanco and Vice Admiral Ignacio Martel.

The Symposium was considered to be quite successful
from the viewpoint of participants as well as from the
perspective of the U.S. Navy. Admiral Zumwalt is most
interested in repeating the Symposium at the earliest
possible time. He feels, as I do, that the regional
naval cooperation and area security arrangements that
could develop from such meetings would be in direct
support of the partnership keystone of the Nixon Doctrine.
We have tentatively set as our goal, a second International
Seapower Symposium to be held here in November of 1971,

Ideally in the interim, between the first and second
Seapower Symposiums here, we would hope to have Regional
Symposia carried out in various geographic areas of the
world. The results of these Regional Symposia could then
be considered at the so-called World ®ymposium here next
year. In this connection I have been in private communica-~
tion with officers who represented Italy, Spain and Japan
at our Symposium here last November. They, along with some
British officers, are all working toward the goal of their
countries hosting regional symposia.

Last December, I had a long letter from Vice Admiral
Martel expressing his interest in hosting a regional
Symposium at the Spanish Naval War College. I am attaching
copies of our correspondence which I believe you will find
of interest.

CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN
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Since I have not heard from Admiral Martel recently,
I would presume he may have had difficulty in persuading
his authorities of the desirability of his project. While
we do not want to exert any pressure in regard to Spain
taking hhis initiative, I believe it apprepriate for me
to visit Admiral Martel to acquaint him with our thinking
on the next Symposium at Newport, elicit his support for
this, and tactfully inquire as to any progress he has made
in regard to a Symposium there in Madrid. Hopefully, I
might have the opportunity to see Admiral Polanco as
well, I understand he is now retired.

We will be in touch by message asking the Defense
Attache to make detailed arrangements for our visit which
now would appear to have us arriving Madrid on Thursday
evening or Friday morning, 24 or 25 September, and leaving
Sunday 27 September. This letter is simply to provide you
background information. Please feel free to show it to
the Defense Attache, When you think it appropriate,
you might want to alert Vice Admiral Martel as to my
planned visit and inquire if it will be convenient for
him,

Sincerely,

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

Captain Daniel A. Lewis, U. S. Navy
U. S, Naval Attache

U. S. Embassy

Serrano 75

Madrid, SPAIN
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16 October 1970

Dear Bud,

You asked me to pass on to you a summary of
my meeting in Madrid with Vice Admiral Martel,
President of the Spanish Naval War College,
including his thinking on the ASW problem in the
South Atlantic., It is attached.

When Tom Moorer was here to speak earlier
this week, this subject came up. He had attended
a NATO Military Committee meeting while on his
last trip with you and the Presidential party,
and the ASW problem down the West €oast of Africa
had evidently been raised by Portugal. I mentioned
my discussions with Admiral Martel and Tom asked
that I request that you pass on a copy of the
attached summary to him.

A letter is in preparation on projects we
might possibly implement with Latin American Naval
War Colleges, and which could be helpful in
connection with our U.S.-South American relations.

As always, warm regards,

Sincerely,

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

Admiral E. R. Zumwalt, Jr., U. S. Navy
Chief of Naval Operations

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20350
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EXCERPT FROM TRIP REPORT OF VICE ADMIRAL R. G. COLBERT,
PRESIDENT NAVAL WAR COLLEGE, SUMMARIZING MEETING WITH
VICE ADMIRAL IGNACIO MARTEL, PRESIDENT OF THE SPANISH
NAVAL WAR COLLEGE, IN MADRID ON FRIDAY, 23 SEPTEMBER
1970.

Admiral Martel, with little encouragement, launched
into a dissertation on his concern as to the worldwide
ASW problem and in Free World navies keeping pace with
the challenge posed by the Russian submarine buildup.

He is particularly worried about the sea lines of commu-
nications in the South Atlantic and Indian Ocean Area
and here he was quite frank and candid in saying that he
felt that Spain might well have a special role. He
emphasized the value of the Canary Islands as a base

for ASW operations along the West Coast of Africa which,
along with Spanish Sahara, the Cape Verde Islands,
Portuguese Guinea and Angola could provide valuable
operational bases for ASW operations in this area.

Of particular interest was his suggestion that Spain
might be the '"front man" for working with South Africa
in furtherance of combined naval operations in the area.
He well recognizes the political problems with tke United
States making any such overtures to that country. He
pointed out that there is no such inhibition on the part
of Spain. What he appeared to be suggesting was a multi-
national naval ASW approach for the area down the West
Coast of Africa and around the Cape of Good Hope. This
might include Spain, Portugal and South Africa. It was
not clear as to whether he expected U.S. participation but
he emphasized that it would be absolutely essential for
the U.S, to take a strong leadership role (even if behind
the scenes), if such a plan was to succeed.

I mentioned the possibility of the British and the
French in such a concept and it wasn't clear as to his
attitude re these two countries. However it would seem
logical and desirable for them to participate, despite
the political differences between England and Spain,
over Gibraltar, I feel that combined naval operations
"at sea” might well be feasible.
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Admiral Martel emphasized the importance of the
South American countries, bordering the South Atlantic,
playing their part in an overall ASW posture for the
area, He raised the issue of UNITAS, which he had heard
of from some of his Bouth American friends. I pointed out
one concept that has been proposed for UNITAS in the past
and which I believe certain South American navies may be
interested in, i.e., to recast it as a permanent force
similar to the Standing Naval Force Atlantic. There was
a general concensus that ASW operations on the Atlantic
coast of South America should be coordinated with those
that might be set up for the West Coast of Africa., He
mentioned that Argentina, Brazil and Venezuela had been
in touch with Spain, and he believed also South Africa,
in connection with possible coordinated naval operations.
This needs to be looked into from an intelligence view-
point.

While Admiral Martel insisted that all of his
thinking was representative of his personal views, and
not official thinking, I cannot help but believe that he
has nominal support in his thinking from Admiral Barbudo,
the Chief of Naval Staff. His thoughts on the ASW
problem in this area are most interesting, particiklarly
the indicated willingness for Spain to take a major share
of the responsibility. I feel that this meeting and the
information obtained should be very useful for our world-
wide ASW study.

Admiral Martel is clearly discouraged on his plans
for a regional seapower symposium. The whole problem
centers around national "pride and dignity' and fears
that some countries will not accept when invited. On
balance I did not force the issue because I don't feel
it is essential at this time to go ahead with this
regional symposium. He is most enthusiastic about another
"world' symposium at the U. S. Naval War College in the
Fall of 1971 and hopes to attend.
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17 February 1971

CONFIDENTIAL

Dear Bud,

As you requested by telephone on 6 February I am
responding to SECDEF message 020029Z of Febyuary. While
the message covers a wide spectrum of military assistance
programs, I am restricting my comments to only one aspect:
the protection of the free world sea lines of communica-
tion. Some samples of programs for which I consider we
should seek allied participation are given in attachment
one. Many of these items have either been discussed by
foreign naval leaders at the last International Seapower
Symposium in 1969 or here in our Naval Command Course for
senior foreign officers over the last few years. Some
of the proposals were also discussed during my European
tour last fall and during the recent Conference of the
Naval War Colleges of the Americas.

Concerning the concept of the SECDEF message, the
Newport Study (A Plan to Persuade Allies to Expand and
Improve their ASW Capabilities) strongly advocates
similar principles. The partnership principle is a
keystone of the Nixon Doctrine, but it will only be
meaningful if we make it possible -- with hardware and
training -- for our smaller allies to take up a proper
share of the burden.

The SECDEF message is certainly a step in the right
direction. To make more rapid progress we must realize
greater foreign participation and U.S. cooperation, not

“only in Military Aid Programs and Foreign Military Sales,
but also in cooperative research, development, and pro-
duction programs for appropriate weapons and families of
weapons. Training and education under this new program
will also be important and must not be overloghed.

The past role of the United States as the "Prime
Supplier" of materials, both off-the-shelf and newly
developed, must give way to more cooperative, partici-
patory programs. While the majority of our military
assistance material must necessarily be made in America,
research, development, and production of outstanding

- weapons and weapons systems and other military material
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by our allies must be recognized; at least some of the
weapons we use for MAP as well as for ourselves must be
procured from foreign sources. Where we accept foreign
or jointly developed weapons systems for U.S. use, we

can in some cases seek franchise arrangements for their
production in the United States. In other cases, we will
be forced to purchase weapons manufactured abroad for
reasons of production economies, e.g., the Harrier.

Paragraph two of the SECDEF message requested
comments and questions. Taking the message by its
paragraph breakdown my comments are:

Paragraph 1(A). The definition of the '"best
interests' of the United States and country concerned
is crucial to the entire concept. '"Best interests"
should not be narrowly defined as whatever brings the
most profit to the United States in monetary terms.
Further, any definition of '"best interests" must make
provision for exceptions to accommodate those cases
where political and long-range gains in other areas can
be achieved by a project which on the surface may not
appear in our "best interests'.

We must change long-standing U.S. policies as to
the type of weapons we will make available to allies.
For instance, our old policy was essentially:

"The United States will protect your sea lines of
communications (SLOCs)}; don't ask for any weapons for
this purpose." '

" The new poiicy should be: '"We will help you
protect your sea LOCs. Tell us what weapons you need
“and we will do what we can to help."

For the various sea LOCs our policy on assistance
might well be on a sliding scale: :

(1) Vital sea LOCs for the United States - we
will maintain the capability and will control
and protect them,.

(2) Vital sea LOCs of our major allies, i.e., NATO
and Japan ~-- we will work in conjunction with
those allies to control and protect them.

(3) Vital sea LOCs of other free world nations -
we will furnish hardware, weapons, technical
assistance, and training to help protect them.

PONFIBERG AL
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Paragraph 1(C)}. Arrangements for foreign govern-
ment purchases through the U.S. services, and for
follow-on support by purchase direct from supplier,
appear to be sound. The cost basis for the procurement,
however, 1s important to the success of the program,

To gain maximum advantage for the program and to make
purchase of weapons in the United States more attractive
to foreigners, the following would help:

(1) Offer foreign countries a favorable rate of
interest on loans or carrying costs on Foreign
Military Sales. (This has often not been done
in the past.)

(2) Do not prorate research and development costs
of U.S. weapons over the foreign sales. (This
was only occasionally done in the past.)

(3) Use a marginal cost basis in determining costs
of material offered for sale and in crediting
aid. (Any foreign sales made are a bonus to
U.S. production lines and should not be used
to reduce the cost of our own military equip-
ment.)

Paragraph 2.

The- concept in the SECDEF message will improve the
existing situation. To achieve further gains, however,
we must examine the feasibility of two more steps. One,
as mentioned before, is utilization of existing foreign
developed weapons systems, where these are clearly accept-
able, if not superior. Such utilization will reduce the
RED time cycle and permit us to produce hardware in time
to meet the critical mid-1970 threat period. The other
step is a coordinated approach to the development, and
production of free world weapons, combined doctrine,
and multinational training such as described in attachment
one. Such coordination will reduce proliferation of
types of equipment, enhance logistical support and
provide for operational efficiency of the allied effort.

In closing I would like to point out where we might
gain additional help. We should keep in mind the military
~assistance that major allies such as Germany and Japan
could offer to the smaller allies. We should not take
steps which would prevent or limit such aid. Granted the
political restraints on her own naval expansion, both
domestic and international, Japan still has many reasons
to help build up ASW/sea control forces of friendly count-
ries along her sea LOCs to the south through the Malacca

BONFIANTAL
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Straits and through the Indian Ocean to the Persian
Gulf. She should be encouraged to offer such aid. I
have discussed this with Ambassador Ushiba on a recent
visit. He seemed receptive.

Germany, likewise, through her manufacturing and
design capability, could give weaker allies aid to
build up their sea control forces even though political
considerations restrict the size of her '"blue water"
navy. Here again I have talked informally to Ambassador
Pauls on what Germany might do to help.

The greatest risk the United States would be taking
in any expanded cooperative weapons design and production
program is the loss of some of our present independence
in weapons production. The alternative of getting U.S.
franchises to build any foreign weapon we choose avoids
this difficulty, is probably more politically acceptable,
but is more costly.

I hope these thoughts are helpful.

Sincerely,

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

Admiral E. R, Zumwalt, Jr., U. 5. Navy
Chief of Naval Operations

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20350

P.S. I am enclosing a copy of an article from the
December War College Review by the current holder
of our "Chair of Military Management'". You might
want someone on your staff to review the basic
study which is abstracted in the enclosed article.
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INCREASED FOREIGN COUNTRY PARTICIPATION IN MAP/FMS

DISCUSSION: ~ In keeping with President Nixon's more recent

SPECIFIC
POINTS -
FREE WORLD

foreign policy approaches, new programs will
necessarily be devised to implement his
expressed partnership theme in order to protect
our sea lines of communication. The Military
Assistance Program (MAP) funds will have to be
directed to those countries considered capable
of providing a real military contribution to

a cooperative allied effort. Foreign Military
Sales (FMS) will have to consist of up-to-

" date equipment that will enable allies to

FRIGATE (FWF): ~

provide meaningful assistance. Further, the
United States will have to view a possible
policy shift wherein military equipment
researched and developed in foreign countries
might well be purchased for U.S. distribution
to allies, ag well as possible U.S. use. The
future will possibly be a two-way street if the
best interests of the United States are to be
served. Increased MAP funding and FMS of
current eguipment may well promote the concept
of greater multinational ASW cooperation as
projected in the Newport Study.

Members of the Naval Command Course at the War
College are currently developing this project.
Initial efforts have been directed toward a
concept design for a small 1500-2000 ton ASW
escort for multinational purchase and employment.
Research into existing off-the-shelf equipment
suitable for an ASW-oriented ship has been
extensive and also complicated by security
classifications, Although goals of weapon
effectiveness, sophistication wversus techno-
logical manning skills required, and high cost
of equipments are being balanced, first indica-
tions point to a high cost per ship. Preliminary
weapon choices have been made by multinational
selection of the "best available on the market”
systems compatible for small ship installation.
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It has initially been proposed that the hulls
be fabricated on a regional basis (Europe,
Americas, Asia) and that standardized equipment
such as gas turbine engines, and variable pitch
props, be sent to hull location. National
identification with a FWF via individual
national equipment representation is expected
to aid international acceptance of FWF concept
and ultimate purchase of ship. Of course
acceptance of a standardized hull design, such
as the British MK 21, would greatly reduce the
time and cost regquired to design and build a
ship from the keel up. Additional information
on the Free World Frigate and a surface escort
transfer program for allies 1is contained in the

. Newport Study.

The Newport Study recommends an expanded ASW
aircraft program, similar to the U.S. Air Force
"International Fighter" concept under the

Nixon Doctrine. The P3C could be modified into
an export version which would become a "Free
World ASW aircraft." The aircraft envisioned
would have a capability between the P3B and P3C.
The P3C is currently in production and a less
sophisticated version of the P3C could be )
purchased for $5 to $6 million, whereas the P3C .
and NIMROD are priced at about $8.5 million per »°
aircraft. Continued production of a modified
P3C, at a lower cost, would also keep U.S.
assembly lines open. In conjunction with sales
of a modified P3C to those allies considered
technologically capable of operating them, an
aircraft transfer program similar to the surface
escort program could be initiated. The aircraft
transfer program is also contained inuthe

Newport Study.

A survey of ASW Weapons available to U.S. forces
indicates that ocur ability to conduct unrestrained
anti-submarine warfare is limited. Admiral
Hyland, when CINCPACFLT, made the statement,

"with our limited assets . . . and with no new or
more effective employable weapons on the horizon,
even our own forces will be hard pressed to
function effectively for an extended period of
time against the communist submarine threat."
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U.S. torpedo assets would do well to provide —an
initial fill plus a limited second patrol '
capability for U.S. submarines. Current lead
times for research, development, production

and procurement for new weapons and weapons
systems are excessive and also costly. A

"buy American" policy wherein the United States
purchases only those weapons produced in the
United States, while proven systems have been
developed and purchased by other allies, may
not be in the best interests of the United
States. The Italian 76MM gun, the French
EXOCET SSM (23 Miles), the Swedish RB0OB SSM

(125 Miles) are examples of weapons with atten-
dant systems that might be used in U.S. ships.

~In all, there are some 35-40 weapons/weapons

systems that have been developed outside the
United States, that have been considered
superior and purchased by other countries. It
is time that the United States took advantage
of other countries' R & D. Additionally, the
increased threat of the mid-1970's does not
permit us the luxury of time required for
lengthy U.5. R & D.

This area may pose problems involved in security
and disclosure policy. Nevertheless, it should
be investigated. The British have asked to
purchase the United States BQR-15 sonar system.
In return for such U.S. eguipment the British
177 (surface ship) and 2001 (submarine) sonars
may well be useful in U.S. ships or other allies'
ships. The high-powered sector scan search
sonar used in DREADNOUGHT may well be the key to
submarine escort of surface ships. The problems
involved with security of our sonar capability
are recognized; however, investigation should

be pursued in areas where tradeoffs can be made.

It is noted that this comment is outside the

materiel/hardware heading; however, it can not
be ignored since it is directly involved in the
materiel and hardware side of the problem. In
the Newport Study reference is made to the lack

" of "a standard doctrine, outside of NATO, that

would enable ships of different Free.World
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nations to operate together. Different Ilanguades,
skills, and technical abilities all unite to
compound the problem. If we are to develop a
free world frigate, standardize weapons, com-
munications equipment and sonars, then . we must
consider a new approach to developing standard
tactical doctrine. We must provide for common
training to ensure reliable equipment repair
and operation, and for men who are trained to
operate these ships in conjunction with other
ships of free world multinational forces.
Possible methods/ways of accomplishing the
above are:

: Establishment of a Naval Staff course
for mid-career foreign officers modeled
on the current Naval Command course at
the Naval War College; expansion of the
present Vietnamese program at the
Officer Candidate School into a multi-
national program that can be offered
to various smallexr navies which are to
be expanded under the Nixon Doctrine.

"+ Arrange for builders of internationally
purchased equipment (Weapons, Sonar,
Radio) to provide international schools
to instruct in methods of repair and
operation,

Use NATO as an example from which
standard doctrine, tactics and publica-
tions may be developed. Outside of NATO
there are no standard free world tactical
- publications, communications systems,
or common doctrine. This poses serious
obstacles to any effective concept of
multinational ASW coordination. It may
well be possible to obtain NATO permis-
sion to use many of the NATO publica-
tions on a worldwide basis. It might
well be possible to foster a Mediterranean
ASW training center at La Spezia, which
could be operated by NATO or by the
Italians, with U.S. and UK assistance.
In the Pacific, a Maritime College of the
Pacific could possibly be located on
Okinawa to assist Western Pacific navies
in the development of common ASW doctrine,
tacties, and plans. Each of the above
proposals is contained in the Newport
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Study. Additionally, a joint nawal-trainin
school in Puerto Rico would be a valuable
adjunct to the Springboard Training Program.
Such a school would necessarily be operationally
oriented. It could be started as a part of
Exercise Springboard. At a time when U.S.

Latin American relations are strained, this
initiative might well have timely politico-
military advantages for the United States.

Standardized, or at least compatible communica-
tions equipment should be developed for free
world naval allies., This should be a matter
of high priority in order to permit early

- multinational ASW operations with the existing

ships and aircraft. Current eguipment is so
varied and obsolescent that ships of free world
nations have difficulties communicating with
each other. Communication techniques (Crypto)
have evolved from a rather simple to a compli-
cated process. What is needed is equipment
that is compatible to men of varied nationalities.
Equipment these men can be trained to repair

and operate will be necessary in a multi-
national ASW force, Eguipment that operates on
the same fregquency with comparable power outputs
will greatly simplify the existing problem.

It is also recognized that language presents a
problem equal to the eguipment problem and is
also an area that will have to be overcome.
Acceptance of ENGLISH as the common radio
language for free world navies would be a
timely proposal and a major step forward.

CORFIBENTHAL
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04 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

In recent years the rapidly rising cost and complexity of modern weapon systems
have made their development and production prehibitively expensive for individual
states of medium econoimic power. International cooperation in sweapons develop-
ment and production offers not only the advantage of economy, but also the general
reduction of international economic and technological barriers. In this article Capt.
Alzxander H. Cornell summarizes an extensive investigation of the methods and
effectiveness of international codevelopment and coproduction of weapons. This
irvestigation included three case studies in coproduction: the Atlantic maritime
patrol aircraft, the Hawk antiaireraft missile, and the F104G Starfighter.

S

INTERNATIONAL CODREVELOPHENT
AND COPRODUCTION OF WEAPONS

)

®)

“Some

onciusions and Fulure Pmspects

An article prepared

Captain Alexander 11. Cornell, SC, U.S. Navy

The increasing sophistication of mod-
e woitpons has incecased the cost of
developing them to the point where it 3=
econondeilly impossible for any indus
treial stale of less than continental di-
mensons Lo develop and produce for
it o entire modern
wegpans, This trend ol events at fiest

ar=enal of

seems Lo presenl smaller states with the
unpleasant choice of renuining in a
state of technobogical inflerorily or of
contracting major arms purchs o= with
the superpowers. Today,  however,
multimtional codevelopment and co-
production of weapons offer to smaller
tates a third option. Reeent years have
een i lrge andd Bittle hnoson sumber of
secessful projects of this type, in-
holing the Atlantic nmritioe palrol
cieerafty the 210G Staefishter, and the

S ok e ey

Hawk antiaireraflt misstle. While most of
the codevelopment projeets initially un-
dertaken included the United States, the
Furopean stales of NATO are now
beginning  to organize  independently
many projects which fullill their own
specific needs. .. -

Internationad production and devel-
opment of weapons offer several advan-
tages to the participants. The cost of
devetopsnent is shared Ly o nuldeer of
states, thus avoiding  duplication  of
elfort and decreasing the cost for each
stale, The quality of the product usautly
benelits from the wider experience and
knowledue  that result from crossing
national boundaries. Such projeels also
wauadly have the effeet of inereasing the
technolovical t‘;lp:lhilil]vs of vacl state’s
industry, This was l:b[l(f(:i.‘i”)’ truae tn the

L e R B kY

BPp——

PRSI

SR T e s

ey~
7

S kR ——— AT a4

bty

W Sp—

B R T s e T e




carly projects, in which the United
States was a prominent parlicipant,
Finally, such projects aid in lowering
international trade barricrs and in pro-
+," moling  international  harmony and
understanding.
As might be expected, such projects
o require sound management practices in
~ order to coordinate the efforts of a
multinational and multi-industrial or-
ganizaiion. Two different types of
management have emerged from these
endeavors, One is the so-called institu-
tional type where the project is or-
gavized and administercd through the
organizational {ramework of NATO.
The second is the “permissive” type or a
less formal organization which may in-
clude any number of slates and which
usually develops its own ad hoc adminis-
trative apparatus through an agreement
by the participating governments. In
this latter type the NATQ structure
serves more as a sounding board in
which the members can air their mili-
fary requirements and exchange ideas
on the subject. :

o o A 0 e et

i An Qverall Assessmenl. The charge is
L heard today that technology has out-
grown institutions. If so, it is high time
to concentrate more effort on bringing
the level of organization and institu-
tiona!l achicvement up to the level of
! technology. Science and technology
have long been recognized as being
_ international by nature, therefore any
3 progress that can be made in the ficld of
. international logisitics institulions
(RS should be eonsidered 2 contribution
R toward the solution of the problem of
Vi technology versus institutions.

A pgroup of relatively successful
attempts have been made to disperse the
skyrocketling costs and complexity of
modern weapons technology among a
group of nations and industries. A serics
ol collaborative programs in perhaps the
most difficult and complex of all organi-
zalional arcas- that of an uternational/
interindustrial scope-now stand as sue-

- capable of bringing about a clear diree-
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cessful ‘production accomplishments. It
is rather ironical that the collaboration
had to first take place in the production
of weapons for warfare rather than
“peaceful™ hardware, but at least it has
taken place and is continuing to take
place. Peacefuad hardware collaboration
appears to be following on. In March
1969 the commercial supersonic aircraft
Concorde, developed and produced
jointly by France and the United King-
dom, flew saccessfully. _

International military logistics, the
larger field of which the subject of this
paper is a part, has mushroomed in
impertance. Iuternational logistics has
become a posilive, ongoing program
which has experienced an extraordinary
growth in the form of multiple organiza-
tional hodies, both national and interna-
tional. Because of the large number of
institutions and the measures taken to
manage the programs, most cbservers
agree that it has nol been a well-knit,
cohesive operalion. There have been a
multiplicity of organs, programs, amd
overlapping assignments of respon-
sibititics, particularly in the United
States, that may or may not have
contributed to the common oljectives
of the program. The situation is such in
the United States that obsérvers have
felt there is no one point helow the
President, or perhaps the Scerelary of
Defense for most programs, which is

tion of the joint weapons production
program as a whole. As compared to
Amecrican multiplicity of orgaus, pro-
grams, and procedures, the relative
simplicity and fewer number of Euro-
pean and NATO organs stand out in
sharp contrast.

In Tairness to the problem, however,
it must be borne in mind that interna-
tional logistics alfairs have been harder
to manage becinse they are fast moving,
worldwide, and extremely complicated.
Many [aetors bear upon the problem Lo
a degree not usually expericneed by
parely  national  or single  industrial
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problems. Despite these, it is safe Lo say
that international logistics as a whole,

and coproduction in particular, has pro-

duced somc tangible, successful resulls
since World War (L While expeclations
have fallen short in eooperalive re-
search, there is something to be learned
from the codevelopment and coprodue-
tion efforts of the past 20 years. The
record shows that industrial groups were
created and operated of a size com-
parable to any national giants of indus-
try. For both the govermmental side and
industriz! side of the coproduction or-
ganizations, there were new co-
ordinating groups created which
managed the industrial combines as well
as any unilateral enterprise. Unprece-
dented accomplishments using mulli-
pational and muli-industrial consortia
took place wilh a speed, cconomy of
resources, and production performince
that cqualed or surpassed many purely
national or single industry programs.

Faced with the costly and almost
impossible problem of procuring mod-
ern  weapon, systems by unilateral
means, thé NATO Allies developed a
method and process of multilateral pro-
duction. The method resulted in their
being able to jointly participate in and
contribute to common production and
thereby obtain weapons for themselves
they might not otherwise have heen able
to procure.

In practice the coproduction prob-
tems proved that many national, legal,
customary, and self-interest barrers be-
tween and among participating nations
can be climinated or reduced. The con-
sortia members furthered the cause of
strengthening their economic and indus-
trial capabilities and helped reduce the
technologival gap between them. They
also helped reduce or eliminate trade,
tariff, tax, and propriclary rights La-
riers wlhich had been obstacles to pro-
duction anid procurement.

The weapons produced have Leen
publicly acknowledeed as being as rood,
if not supeeior, lo  any produced

unilaterally, The quality has heen excel-
fent and the quantity exactly that which
was programmed. They kepl remarkably
within their original budgets. They pro-
duced well the standardized weapons
suilable for international operation and
provided common maintenance and lo-
gistics support by any of the user
nations.

To direct successfully vast trans-
national coproduction  programs - re-
quired an unusual kind of flexille or-

ganization and managerial talent. These

qualities were apparent not only on the
part of toplevel coordinators and man-
agement within NATO and the inter
nationalfinterindustrial agencies created,
but also on the part of the governments
themselves and the thousands of
workers at the grass roots tevel.
Integrity and loyalty to the project
as a whole were especially noteworthy.
The policy of designating onc man on
policy boards and executive agencics for

- cach nation and the high caliber and

intellectual discipline of the designees
were keystones of managerial effective-
ness. As cohesive groups, they overcame
or reduced the day-lo-day problems and
barriers of different national and busi-
ness customs to make the programs
work. They learncd to schedule highly
complicated production requirements
and cross deliverics that had te be
coordinated to meet the total program
involving hundreds of industries, and
they learned to depend upon cach other
for such coordinated deliveries.

They surmounted differences in lan-
@b dillerences in engineering stan-
dards and procedures; differences in
distance and industriul locations; dif-
ferences in the level of their techno-
logical  and production capabilitics;
differences in business praclices, mea-
surement systems, and accounting and
conteacling  procedures; differences in
patent and  proprictary rights  laws;
differences in fmancial and eredit pli-
losophies dnd practices; and differences
in  munagerial techniques  and
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orzanizalional habits, to recount bhut a
few that wure brought oul in the case
studies.; , o

The entire m;m:tgrniun{”n'ggmgatc
found  that  an urgzmim:d approach,
based on sound and tuperative reasons
[or cooprraling, coupled with a willing-
ne=x o be fleaible amd Lo compromise,
could make possible the Lbenefits of
mutuafly produced, expensive modern
weapons, which they might not other-
wize have gained.

Their  managerial  techniyues and
urgani;r.uli(_ma} clements, while differing
in degree of authority, became more
patterned and now can be gencralized
upon in several useful ways, The record
of the programs alone shows @ broad-
ening but relatively standardized pattern
as time and (::qwrimvul;\lion went on.
In_each case there’ wus the familiar
patlern of a top polieymaking board of
international membiers. Beneath it there
w:i s:in cach case’y, guv:-“rn;ncnml execu-
tive agengy and nsually a paraliel indus-
trial . executive agency. Similar fune-
tional divisions were crealed beneath
these, In addition, other divisions were
erpated as necessary to meet the peeu-
liae demands of the particular pro-
duction enlerprize such as language,
fiaizon, and techuical documentation
control ¢enters. Fyen the mamulacturing
consurlia, whether for zireraft or missile
production, fall inte subigroups orga-
nized along wajor component lines. The
use of groups of experls was common
practice in all thyee cases to make initial
s estigation and to reconupemd plans
and orgzmizuiiunui structures. 1B was
generally o mather of degree of au-
thorily granted or tahen by eacl of the
above levels in which the
differed.

Farly joint production of weapons
had as its publicly avowd parrpose that

[‘l’ngﬂll!\s

ol  welling defense-related  indastites
started in Burogpe. The purpose was Lo
llliilfl up aned Broaden the l:-rh]m]ugic':ll

by npang Fyropein mrenthers in e

helief that  heoader strenpth meant
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greater seeurity. Since then, however,
the emphasis has changed Lo viewing
joint production as a method of helping
Faropean industries survive in the face
of overwhelming American compelition.
The luwe and increasing number of
amatler  programs underway since the
lirst ones of the late 1950% and carty
1960 are evidence of this trend. The
Literature is replete with stalements by
Buropean nationals and industrialists
conlirming these new trends  and
emyplases.,

While the trend away [rom broader,
multiple-member programns toward mote
specilic bilateral and trilateral projects
with more limited objectives is a matter
of record, there is one stgnificant excep-
tion. That is the NATO Air Defense
Ground Favironment (NADGE) orga-
nization in which all the NATO nations
are members. It is submitted that the
large, but relatively inknown, number of
coproduclion agreements taking place in
the 1960% teslify to the continuing
acceplance, interest, and desire on the
part of most Alliance members, and
expeeially their developing industries, to
participate in joiul programs. “Trans
pational business” scems fo have be-
comis interested in the pmc{icabi]ily of
the new way of joint manufacturing and
most of the hapetus for the new pro-
grams how comes from outside NATO
as a formal organization.

Actually, s for the inception of
most joint projeets, nearly all important
ones have buen started by one or lwo
members sinee the beginning. Thus,
whether the programs have evolved into
multilateral ones or have remained
mostly Lilateral as they are today, their
beginnings were wsnally found in the
requircinents or interests of one or two
wembers, One answer as to why the
progrums have gone down to smaller,
lower fevels has been due to the diffi-
cultivs inherent in getting muftimember
agreement on the requircment andd par-
lit:ilmlinn. However, there are indoubt-
vdly other prm'lirul reazons sueh as
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national pride in  produet, resurgent
selfauterests, botl nationally and indus-
trially speaking, and eyen selfishness, in
view of the ceonomic guin and sales
advantages that ean 1w satned by being a
limited producer of a needed weapon.

The programs proved in actual prac-
tice that many national, political, legal,
customary, and seifinterest barriers be-
tween and among the participating
nations and industrics can be eliminated
or greally reduced. They furthered the
cause of strengthening the industrial and
cconomic capabililics of the partners
and helped reduce the technological gap
between them. They also helped reduce
or climinate trade, tariff, tax, and pro-
prictary rights barricrs. They were good
examples of two significant elements
necessary to any international or inter-
industrial ¢ffort~the will to participate
and the goodwill to see it through.

The Role of NATO. It is in the vital

- function of getting everyone intercsted

and informed who wmay have a similar
reqquirement that NATO has been of real
assistance. The present NATO organi-
zation provides the place and oppor-
tunily for its mewmbers to hear cach
other’s nceds and to make the contacts
which are necessary 1o reach an agree-
ment. The very fact that cach is made
aware of the other’s intentions and
needs is a significant step loward co-
operation. Above afl, increased mutual
respeel and trust are fostered by the
proofl that they have heen able to work
together.

The present system of nuatagement
which is in vogue, the permissive ty pe,
by no means shuls out the NATO
bodies from active parbicipation, AH the
sections of the Inteenational $taff and
the military organs that influence pro-
duction have unpartant functions to
perform. -Not only do they provide a
formal framework for negoliation, but
they have acilitated wany decisions as
the result of infonnal, elind-the-seetes
bargaining, Fven Vandesanter, who did

o e+ T T BT S ® g Pt e T ¢

~not see the staff or NATO playing Loo

important a role in production matters,
admitted that the official network was
“ideally constituted to act as a con-
tinuous channel of communications.”!
[le visualized the correct role of he
NATO organs as intermedivries rather
than arbiters and concluded that the
role of arbiter would only serve to
curtail NATO efforts 1o establish eri-
teria and seleet weapons.

By the late 1950% the Production
and Logistics Division and its succnssors
increasingly became the parliament for
ideas within NATO rather than the
vehicle of their exceution. The military
organs have not succeeded as well as
might have buen expected in having
their carelully worked out requirements
beecome realities. In fact, with the ex-
ceplion of Atlantic, not a single NATO
Basic Military Requirement (NBMR)
drawn up by the Military Committee
has ever been carried out. On the other
hand, a large number of requirements
that have come up from the members or
their industries have been accomplished.

The NATQ lnternational Stalfs, in
responding Lo the need to provide some
sort of struclure in which to fit the
growing number and kinds of cooper-
ative programs, drew up general guide-
lines for them in their “NATO Pro-
duction and Logistics Organizations™
(NPLOS). These structural guidelines
were necessary Lo bring Lhe many cur-
rent and prospective programs into as
rouline or standard grouping as possible
to avoid political problims arising in the
absence of such guidelines. There al-
ready had been sulficient patterns set in
all three culegories of programs lo in-
sure that the guidelines were reasonable
and would be acceptable. They in no
way stratjacheted any desirable devi-
alions or impeded unique ormanization
imnovations. No  bistanee was  {ound
wherein  the International  Stafff
Seerelarial overstepped it bounds as a
clearing house or as a coordinating
wreney and ealalysd. Not onee did it
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overstcp ils Thmiled operational powers
or impede progress by “forcing” any
particular orgzmizuliotm] arrangement.
Its key position and value were recog:
nized, for example, by the United States
when il insisted that the staff be the
focal point for negotiations between the
European members and  the United
States or its industrics for maltlers con-
cerncd with weapons production of U.S.
origin.

The Ad Hoe Approach and Other
Conclusions, An additional conclusion
of this study is that when supranational
authority does not exist, as in a coali-
tion such as NATO, a tendeney toward
ad hoc arrangements for joint projeets
takes place. The neeessary centralized
authorily and responsibility are pro-
vided by newly created international
bodies or by the use of certain existing

" national bodics specifically endowed

with supranational powers. Moreover, in
the absence of real aunthority in ils own
right, there is a greater need lo rely
upon personalitics. :

The ad hoc approach to initial pro-
gram organizalion and agrecment is still
the general method of arrangement be-
tween nations in the absence of any
supranational authority. [Mowever, the
naturc of joint weapons production has
changed from being primarily securily
mission-oriented and NATO-sanclioned
programs, which reflected eardy” U.S.
domination of development and produc-
tion, to programs which reflect broader
national, cconomic, and technological
inlerests. - )

The size, nature, and specific part-
ners of today’s combines have experi-
enced changes. The cattier position of
the United States, that of being gener-
ally the only one with a ready-to-
produce weapon, is undergoing change.
The current list of national combi-
nations and weapons shows that all the
members are subslituling their compo-
nents or their weapons more and more
in place of components or weapons of

WEAPONS 69
U.S. origin. Or, if a U.S.developed

weapon is seleeted, they arc obtaining a
larger share of production.

A trend that also may be observed is
that the overall programs have moved
from one of building up the industria
and lechnological potentia) of weaker
member countrics to one of inter-
national cooperalion to meet specific
needs. Furopean countries have moved
away from the intitial sceurity basis {or
cooperalion to one hased on greater
technological improvement for national
OF economic reasons.

As a result of this change, the
European members are demanding and
arranging an increasing share of recent
programs. As quid pro quo has become

. a keynole in the outright sale of

weapons, it is becoming the practice in
codevelopment and coproduction.

Still another conclusion regarding
organization is that the present so-called
“permissive” system of organization of
combinations has fostered a grealer
number of joint programs than the early
one ol org:miz:ilionul and operational
sanction under the so-called “institu-
tional” method. The Internationad Staff
and its principal division responsible for
coordinaling cooperative weapons devel-
opment and production can be credited
with Leking the initiative in sceking a
betler way, 2 more acceptzble way, of
facilitaling internalional weapons plan-.
ning and production efforts.

Regardless  of the organizational
“method” used to stimulate pooled
productions by NATQ, whether “insti-
tutional” or “peanisive,” they were
designed to foster as much cooperation
as possible. The “institulional™ type
striccture was 2o shorldived that it cer
tainly cannot be eritivized for loo much
adverse influence on the progeams. In
fact, it only obiained completely for the
Atlantic  aireraft, one of the belter
structured and managed programs. The
rernainder of the programs have been
Urg;]ni‘f,cll lny “!li'l’llli*‘:-i\'t:“ l)’])(: np.
proaches ol une degree or ancther. The
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system, or perhaps betler called “pro-
cess,”  produced  sulficient successful
stenetores to show that it Is capable of
adaptation to any degree ol interest and
compelition belween nalions and thedir
industrics.  lowever, 1t has not been
cither a detriment or a significant means
of facilitating joint rescarch and devels
opment efforts.

The “permissive™ structure is really
no preseribed structure at all, but a
means  of making every conceivable
avenue and opportunity for joint efforts
available to the members. Buyers and
scllers arec vrged to negotiate in an
unrestricted, logical marlet process. The
product itscl{ may be det rmined by the
participants. The door i= open even lo
lateeomwers who wish to join. When it
comes to such ecrucial sleps as the
selection of a product, influence is left
to exert itsell in rough proportion to
the amounl of risk, production, and
sales each member sces fit 1o pledge. It
is not nccessarily a one-vote situation.
By such realistic apportionment, the
system faces up to the facts of business
life. The field is open to hard but open
nugotialion, until a . group 1is found
willing to tuke on the manufactunng
task. A competitur whose product is not
chosen cannot prevent the others {rom
combining. There is no velo so long as
at least two wish to proceed.

Faxisting international structures were
usedd 1o assisl in the organization of all
cooperative projects.  The NATO
Standing  Group, the Military Com-
miltee, the Armaments Committee, and
particularly the tnternational Staff were
not specifically  estabifished for these
functions bul were given responsibilitics
to play an active parl in the cooperstive
process. The stafl was restructured no
less than five tiwes 1o Gt the changing
Patterns of joint endeavor. The same
ob-ervation i valid as applicd to indi-
sblnal programs  and _organizalions.
N dional orgens, hoth government and
i dustrial, were used wherever feasible
to operale or Lo asist in operation of

oy e % 1 B e pT——

the programs. By using such existing
badies, duplication of organization was
avoided, as were the creation of new
jobs, the training of new units, and
industrial reorganization.

Adherence lo Principles and Objec-
tives of International Legistics. The
gueslion of how well the case programs
met or conformed with the principles of
internutional military togistics can now
be answered in summary. Certain basic

principles are restated below followed

hy vomment on each:

1. To promote the defensive
strength of the allies by developing a
coordinated production base i Furope
for modern weapons systems.

This objective was enhanced by
the three case programs to the extent
that they, and many others, have been
among the chicf reasons for Furopean
countries being in the position they are
today of initiating their own joint devel-
opmuit and production programs.

2. To promote the concept and prac-

tice of standardization among e allics.

This principle also was adhiered to.
Weapons were produced thal were iden-
tical in performance, suppurt, mainte-
nanee, and use in all couutries. It is
obvious that an even greater amount of
standardization among allies can be
achieved by multilateral programs than
can be by biluteral ones. However, in
either case, progress is made toward a
common [umily of weapon systemns in
use by the partners.

3. The principle that countries are
still responsible for equipping their own
forces bul il cooperative means are
indispensable for countrics with limited
PCSOUTCLS, .

The fiest part of this principle is
still adherad to and is not likely to
change in the foreseeablie future. The
sceond part has heen the keynote of the
case progrims and has carried over into
pr('.sunlﬂt:l)' 1'nupt:ralli\'c prnj(‘cls.

4. To tramsfer the factors of pro-
duction where needed in the alliance
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md  increase the
industrial base.

Proved by the programs,

5. To maximize the cxchange and
effectivencess of scientific and technical
infonmation and resources through elim-
ination of ummceessary duplication of
effort and facilitics.

This, in fact, took placc in the
case programs and is continuing under
present programs.

0. A NATO principle, that it is
politically desirable that cooperative

lechnological  and

programs,_ take place in NATO or under

the NATO aegis.

This principle appears to have
been drawn away from on the part of
the members. None take place within
NATO today, but most scek the NATO
aegis. Again, the exceplion is NADGE.

7. A NATO principle that a system
should be evolved wherehy cooperation
wouwld be hoth efficient and attractive.
Permissiveness, flexibility, an open door
to members, and subsequent action
taken by interested nations should be
on a casc-by-case basis in as free a
manner 2 possible.

T+ principle appears to have
taken hold and is the current basis for
individuat national and industrial coop-
crative programs. In fact, it has become
a morc common way of doing lrans-
nations! business in weapons develop-
ment and production with or without
NATO sanclion or initiative.

Some Managerial Conclusions. The
touchstone of management problems in
multilaleral organizations is an under-
standing of coulitions. A coalition can-
nol enforce compliance by- any sov-
creign member, simply because there is
no suptanulional awthonly. Thercfore,
management is faced with an even
greater challenge than is normally found
in a typical organizalion.

Onc of the management successes

wits the practice of each government

designating one man, and one man only,
to represent it on the policymaking

-
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organ. This resulted in a small, able
group which did well at representing
their governments, were very good at
clearing problems at their own national
levels, and, most of all, worked exceed-
ingly well together. They were given
general  and  flexible  direction,  real
responsibilitics, and, above all, trust—a
combination that proved itsclf in the
operativnal resuits.

The success of what might be
deseribed  broadly as military/
government/industrial endeavors in the
joint application of development and
production organization in order to
produce maodern weapons may  well
serve a8 an example lo other inter-
nationa} institutiona] effort. There are
those who even view the successes as
presaging a trend whereby the methods
used to achieve weapons cooperation
may be a useful way of conducting
certain  other internalional alfairs.
Whether one agrecs with this or not, the
avoidance of duplication of nalional
cffort that could he achieved by coop-
erative eofforts in other ficlds than
weapons is cerizinly an objective weil
worth considering.

Fulure Prospects for Cooperative
Development and Production of
Weapons. Although the problems of
effective standardization a2nd common
production of weapons by the alliance
membérs are complex and manifold,
they arc not insuperable. There are basic
problent areas which challenge the suc-
cess of all programs, arcas which cut
across  every known attitude and
national interest. There are problems of
2 more immediate but Jess fundamental
nature, however, thal might be resolved
more readily if the proper study was
attempted. For example, the problems

ol cost sharing and lunding sources or -

methods  are Iwo  whose resolution
would greatly fucilitate fulure programs.
They too will be found by the student
of organizalion to have their roots in
the national sovereignly issue,
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There is clearly need for some kind
of central funding arcangements, par-
teularly for  feasibility and  design
studics and for research and develop-
ment, if they are to he communal
affairs. Central funding would be ideal
for production, too, but perhaps more
difficult Lo obtain agreement for in view
of the lareer sums of money involved.
Unfortunately, it is not pussible for
NATO to commission even general
“paper” studies at its own expense. The
alliance is dependent upon individual
firms or nalional governments to under-
take cven these al their own expense
and risk. It would appear that if the
recently reorganized NATO Conference
of National Armaments Directors
(CNAD) and newly created NATO
National Industrial  Advisory Group
Conference (NIAG’s) are to perform
any kind of real planning for weapons
development, they must have some kind
of funding resources. They should be
able to commission innunerable studies
to determine the cconomic feasibility or
technical visbility of projects they may
propose in the future. NATO should
continue to initiate projects which
might Interest any two orf more mem-
bers. It must conlinue lo make its
requirements known to members and
encourage them o join together in
projeets where requirements of hoth the
coalition and the individual nations par-
allel each other. Only in this way can
the recent trend toward numerous bj-
parlile and tripartite ad hoc arrange-
ments be taken advantage of for the
benefit of NATO as a whole.

. The seecond more immediate prob-
Tem, that of costing out each project to
let cach member know the total risk and
his own share of the sk, - one that
demands carly study and resolution,
Each projeet zhould be carclully costed
out and sensibly phased, with agreed
points fixed at which delibecate deci-
stons must be taken on the Tuture of the
project. It will require commuon re-
sources to carry oul such a study for

each praposa, whether it be an ab initio
one such as Atlantic or a purcly pro-
duction program of a weapon in being
such as Hawk; whether it be an ad hoe
project resulting from the usual unsys-
tematie individual approach by one or
two members or the hoped for result
one day of cantrolled, advance planning
and direclion of a tolal collaborative
elfort.

The “unknown risk™ must be made
the “known fact” to the greatesl exlent
possible to attract nations to join. “It
is,” as James concluded, “only fair to
national parlinments, so that govern-
ments do not find themseclves inex-
tricably involved in projects that might
grossly cxceed the estimate.” In iso-
lating the costing and phasing problems
as being of significant importance, he
was urging Lheir resolution to salisfy, in
turn, the political problem of nations
which he too saw as being “in the last
resort. .. a problem of political will,
rather f{han the mechanics of
organization.””

The problem of planning sensible
R&D programs in a coalition is an
cnormously difficult one. Answers to
such questions as the comparative use-
fulness of weapons available a decade or
more from the present or how to zauge
the probabilities of technical success or
how to hedge against failure by a series
of lechnological enterprises that by
hindsight  will look like “wasteful”
duplicalion—these are tough enough for
one group of political or military admin-
istrators in a single nation. The problem
of agreement is compounded in a coali-
tion nuny times over. However, if
limited funds to integrate NATO R&D
efforts could be made available, little
would be lost and much may be gained.
The added ingredient Lo a pooled, inte-
grited RED agrecment could bie the free
exchange of scientific information, with
even grealer possibilitios of gain

Possible Weapons Ficlls for Future
Couperation. Returning to more fuctual
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possibililics, many feel that the most
promising approach would be to com-
bine resourees to develop and produce
“familics™ of weapons or equipments.
This approach would secure the advan-
tages of cooperation without a great
dispersal of effort. It would preclude
the tendency of cach nation to spread
itselfl oo 1hin into almost every corn-
ceivable type of weapon, as is generally
the case loday. By agrecing to (‘.ngdg-c in
a whole field or family of weapons, cach
country could benefit and still remain
comparatively  self-culficient, and cer-
tainly competitive, by being a partici-
pating producing member of a family of
weapons required Dby all the others.
Such a plan would go a lot further
toward the comumon objectives of stan-
dardization and cost reduction than the
present praclice of seeuring cooperation
on one weapon at a linte.
. Some say that there are only two
basic choices facing Europeans in the
problem of mceting the rising costs of
modern weapons. One s the deliberste
buildup of a Europcan cconomic and
technological  system wherein — each
country allempls to [ind partners,
o especially in the United States, for
. speeific projects in which it is Inter
. ested. The second is the pumuit of a real
LTUNATO Common Market™ in arms, a
: major part of which woudd be a series of
“American/Buropean  industiial  con-
. sortia, tied lo [amilies of weapons. In
this respect the NADGE is pointed to
alrcady as an arrangement hat goes
beyond a single equipment, inlo 2
family of communications and warning
: devices. Such a proposul foc the family
approach is not without a grest deal of
: tnleresl. So much w0, that Hunt, in
! summing up a forward-looking study of
Hhe requirements of military techuology
i the 1970%, concluded that theee are
Selearly several areas where the iember
countries, paticulurly in Enrope, could
Sdevelop and produce their own weapan
) systems or families of \'.'v:ipun.a'.'1 First,
- he drew up five eategories of weapon
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systems likely to be continued or to be
newly required in the 1970%. Then he
carefully estimated  whether each
weapon family and weapon were sus-
ceplible to cither single effort or collab-
orative cffort. Next, he Torceast those
weapons which would be suseeptible Lo
NATO collaborative progeams and those
which the membeos would be most
likely to buy from the United States.

- There were some he foresaw as being

almost certain to be left up to the
United States alone to develop.

Many observers feel il is time Lo raise
the sizhts in real cooperalive clforts, If
NATO [(ails in the ficld of acms coor-
dination and standardization, one which
now has proved its practicability, they
see the possibility of that failure going
far beyond the confines of NATO itsclf.
Other observers [eel il is time to aholish
NATO and revert lo bilatera! or other
multilateral agreements and  treatics.
What would be gained by such a change
is hard to Limagine, cspecially when there
i3 ju exislence a good international
structure and a history of cooperative
elfort to build on. An academiciun from
Canada answered the abolitionists in a
sensible mamner when he wrole:

NATO is the first peace-time at-
templ  at  construcling  sophis-
ticated international apparatus for
unintertupted  military  planning
and for the continuous exchunge
of political information analysts
and consullation. Even if the pres-
ent military raison  etre of
NATO should disappear, the vol-
wne and cumrlcxily of conlacts
and  transactions ot the inler-
national level of a group of indus-
trially advanced countrivs on the
verge of forming a “sceurity com-
munity” will require the con-
tinued operation of some inter-
national  brokerage  appartus
whose femtures would Lngely re-
serabile the present NATO model.
It would therefore seem prefor-
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- able to maintain the orgagization Support Division could be the keystones P .
sulficiently  exible ... than Lo for achieving greater cooperation in the £ ;
. follow the counsel of aboli- future. i .
.. lionists, only lo discover the im- One thing is clear. The scientifie t ' U
RN mediate need for 2 lnborious res- revolulion has made the pursuit of i o SR
T storation of somcthing very special interests in weapons by Lhe N Lo
R similar.’ separate  powers a  dangerous, uure- P L I
U warding, and costly game. This is espe- i CL ‘ ;
There are some organizationa! and  eially true for the lesser powers, but : LA fo
procedural bright lights pointing toward apparently even for a nation as wealthy i, SRR
the future as this paper is written. For  and  powerful as the Uniled States. ‘{F ' v T
SO one thing, there is the complete rear-  Technological progress has placed com- : RS
rangeinent of the NATO armaments mon challenges before the nations and : el -
S strueture and the clevation of the re- created common interests far more sig- 5
ey vamped organization to a higher level nificant than their separate and often i
within  NATQ. The phrase, “SHAPE  conlflicting desires. IL has given them the :
requirement”™ has been discarded as evi- chance to pursue those common prob- ¥

B N ]

dence that there need not necessarily be
a 100 percent militarily agreed upon
endorsement to start a development
program by two or more members. Asa
result of NATOs initiative, the former
NATO Basie Material Requirement
(NBMR) system has heen abandoned.
Where there was difficulty before in
achicving & unanimity among the
nations to start a program, today the
flexible policy is that, “if any two
counlrivs see fit to enler in a coopera-
tive R&D or production program, they
are free to do so, as long as they are
willing to pay the price.” Moreover, the
others are free to parlicipate if they so
desire and are willing to share the cost.

There is one improvement that many
knowledgeable observers would like to
sce and that is that more emphasis and
coordinalion power should be given to
the most active and interested monitor-
orean within NATO, the International
Staflf/Seeretariat. Thatonsanization, and
especially its Defence Support Division,
has demonstrated a dedication that has
risen above national interests, the intel-
Hgence to Toresee the benefits of coop-
cralive cefforts [rom the very beginning,
ard the flexibility to include industey’s
assistance when iU becamne a key ee-
ment. They have carned the {mst, con-
fidenee, and coopertion of imdustry.
The StafffSecretartal and its Defence

T e el R

lems in international combinations for
their own benefit and for the benelit of
all other members.

The challenge is clear. The record
stands as proof that cooperalive institu-
tions and programs can succeed in
mecling it. The possibilities arc almost
linitless. The focus must be more and
more on  concrete, altainable inter-

BIOGRAPHIC SUMMARY
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1. Cornell, SC, U.S.
Navy, has had exten-
sive cxpericnce in the
(i { field of business ad-
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nationa} " efforts such as have Leen and uniled communily of the free world
examined in thi= study if real progressis - nations of Europe and America and the

to be made toward 1 safe, prospurous, Far Fast,

FOOTNOTES

1 E. Vandevanter, Ir.. Coordinated Weapons Production in NATO: a Study of Alliance
Processes (Santa Monica, Calif,: Rand, 1961), p. 94 .

2. Robert R. James, Standardization and Common Production of Weapons in NATO
{London: Institute {or Strategic Studics, 1967), p. 22,

3. 1bid, (Urderlining added.)

4. Kenneth Hunl, The Requirements of Military Technology in the 1970% {London:

- Tustitute for Strategic Studies, 1967), p. 35-36.

5. Harald von Rickhoff, *The Changing Function of NATO,” International Journal, Spring
1966, p. 167.
==y I .

Decisions which determine the success or failure of the
strategic direction of global war have to be determined by the
meeting of a number of minds, each of which contributes its
own specialized knowledge, while also serving as a balance
and a check on the others.

James Forrestal: Testimon Vs
Senate Naval Affairs Commi Lice,
: ' 1 May 1946
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MEMORANDUM FOR Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

SUBJECT: Latin American ASW Requirements (U)

I appreciate the time and effort which the Joint Chiefs of
Staif and the Jeint Staff have pat into the studies which I
requested on ASW requirements in Latin America. My

comments on JCSMs 318-68 ind 564-68 follow.

The ASW force levels projected for several of the South
American Navies are relatively large and expensive,
totaling a minimum of $380 million in new construction
over the next nine years and Very pO‘Sg;Lbl;_‘I;’;OI‘e These
force levels are projected against the admittedly unlikely
threat of a protracted conventional war which could affect
the US power base. The danger envisaged is that a mod-
erate force of six-to-ten Soviet conventional submarines,
supported by afloat logistics ships, would be able to inflict
such heavy losses on shipping transiting South American
waters that US war production would be impaired because
stockpiles of essential materials could not be replenished,
The remoteness of this possibility becomes apparent when
one con51ders _the substantial levels of essential materials
that are stockmled 2d against pos csﬂue wartime needfs

The studies do not describe how the projected ASW forces
would be employed. Even under optimum conditions, how- ¢
ever, they would have only a partial ability to reduce the
damage that could be done by‘ a moderate _size conventional
submarine force. Substantial shlpplng losses would still be
incurred. The limited effectiveness of the projected forces
would become even more limited if they were restricted to
operations im their home waters or if the Soviets chose to
deploy a larger conventional submarine force in the area.
Moreover, as the studies acknowledge, their capability
would be virtually nil against any nuclear submarines that

the Soviets might choose to employ o1t of their growing

nuclear fleet,
SECRET g;% {;1 "::;:E: ._..:,3
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The remoteness of the threat and the marginal advantage to
be gained do not. inmy judgment, warrant encouraging the
Latin Americans _to_spend their limitéd resonrces in trying
to achieve the projected ASW force levels. Nor do I consider
that circumstances warrant the expenditure of US resources

for this purpose. The more appropriate policy continues to
be that approved by the SIG when it acted last June in reaf-
firming the policy paper, US Regional Policy Toward Latin
American Security Forces, That policy reads -

"Our strategy recognizes that the likelihood of general
war with massive atiacks on South American maritime
lines of communications is relatively low in the threat
spectrum. The United States does not discount this
threat completely, but the main emphasis should be
_Mmafin American naval and air force capa-
bilities toward internal security, and civic action.

"The United States recognizes that the larger South
American countries currently have navies and air
forces with capabilities going beyond these criteria.
It is not prepared to share in the heavy inve stment
and operational costs involved in maintaining such
c_:-gjé—gi:ﬂig:e_s_ (e.g., ASW, convoy/escort roles) but
will consider on an ad hoc basis, other measures
{e.g., training, combined exercises, renewal of
ship loans, credit assistance) which overall U, S.
interests might justify, bearing in mind that Latin
American naval and air forces having a multi-
purpose capability could be made available for
international action in furtherance of Free World

objectives (e.g., Vietnam, Cuba guarantine)."

II.

‘This review of Latin American ASW requirements points up
the importance of examining most carefully any force levels
or equipment goals that the Latin Americans might be en-
couraged to achieve. In at least some cases, the force
levels seem to be based on those forces a country has or
plans to have, rather than on how its legitimate security
requirements might be met most reasonably.

Our examination of appropriate {orce levels must take into

account not only the domestic and othe? resources available

SECRET
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to the country concerned, but also the relative priorities of .
other needs competing . for these resources. This is a difficult
t25K at best and can only be done through the cooperation of
other interested agencies such as the State Department ar and

AID. Our force level discussions with Latin American repre-

sentatives should reflect the results of such interdepartmental
and agency review. ’

I am sure that the appropriate. commanders are aware of these |j
difficulties and will be guided by the results of cur interdepart- )/
mental and agency review.
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20 May 1971

CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subj: ASW Support from Transport or Service Force Ships

1. LCDR Hall passed me a copy of CAPT Fulton's letter on
helo operations from HMCS PROVIDER since the subject was
related to our ASW study. This concept was not included
in the Newport Study because we did not hear about it in
time and did not think about it ourselves. VADM Auranddid
mention it as a possibility for U.S. ships but I was not
aware the joint effort had been made with the Canadians.

2. I think the idea has great possibilities for the U.S.
Navy and would expect that it would have great merit on an
international basis too. I would go so far as to say that
this may be the breakthrough that would enable us to pro-
vide ASW protection to convoys without the use of dedicated
escort ships,

3. The idea has much more appeal for me than the proposal
for making small and simple hulls with sensors included in

a helo detachment abeocard. T would propose that instead we
make our MSTS ships into escorts using helo detachments in
the same manner. We could convert all our Navy Service Force
and MSTS ships to give them the capability to support such
detachments and require that merchant ships built for the
U.S. have the capabilities designed into them for such use

in wartime. Regular and reserve helo crews could both be
trained and their equipment designed to fit into containers,
(one for operations and one for maintenance, or maybe more
than two would be required for some units). These could be
lifted by heavy helos on to containerships which would be
compatible. The container tops themselves could be made in-
to landing platforms for the helos,@n present ships that were
not designed as container ships, a landing area for the con-
tainers themselves would then be the major space requirement
on deck.

CONFIDENTIAL
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4, Economically this is the only proposal I know of which
would permit us to develop the ASW capability we need. The
helo concept could be expanded beyond ASW capability if re-
quired, but ASW capability should probably come first. The
merchant containerships would pay practically no penalty in
loss of cargo carrying capacity in peacetime but would be cap-
able of taking the reserve helo detachments immediately if

an ASW capability was required. Use of the same concept on
our Service TForce and MSTS ships would permit us to perfect
the operational techniques with regular Navy helo detachments
and would be ideal for training the reserve helo detachments
called to active duty for training.

5. Since ADM Zumwalt intends to achieve a helo capability
on essentially all of the U.S. Navy combat ships the con-
cept should be made compatible, Hopefully the same helos
could be used on both combat and support type ships. This
would give us a capability of shifting helo detachments from
ships in yards or damaged ships and to maximize helo utili-
zation. TIf the concept was accepted on an international ba-
sis the flexibility of course would be even greater.

6. The major drawback to the proposal as I see it, is the
attitude of the officers in our Navy. T think the destroyer
community would tend to fight the concept since it would
essentially put them out of business except for a few high
speed escorts for naval task forces. The aviation community
would also tend to fight the concept for much the same reasons
that they fought the original concept of placing helo detach-
ments on destroyers. (i.e., the aviation community would
lose control of a large part of its resources). As far as
placing navy helo detachments on merchant ships, I think this
would be about as unpopular as the navy gun crews on merchant
ships in World War II, this means that the helicopter com-
munity would fight it too.

7. In summary, I think the concept is a major breakthrough,
sound, economical and within the state of the art as it ex-
ists today. However, I don't believe that it has much of a
chance to succeed in our Navy because of the opposition which

2. CONFIDENTIAL
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will be inherent. Strong sponsorship from high places might
be enough to get our Navy to accept it. Success abroad such
as in Canada, the U.K. or NATO might also be enough to get our
Navy to get behind it but then the NIH (Not Invented Here)
problem would probably hinder its acceptance,

Very respectfully,

CAPT  USN

3. CONFIDENTTAL
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Dear Charlie,

The "Newport Study” has now been completed snd
forwarded to CNO. Because of your interest in the
rough draft of the study, I am forwarding a cepy of
the final version.

CHO has directed that the study be kept within the
Navy until he authorizes release, and has not been briefed
on or sceepted the study ag yet so it has not been approved
for implementation. I hope you will find the study of
interest and agree with our approach to ths problem.

Glad I had the chance to at leasst see you at the
CEP mesting but sorry that we had no eppertunity to talk,
I was very much interested in the brief you gave. Should
you %ava reduced it to writiang, could you forward ne a
copy

Warn personal regards,

Sincerely,

R. 6. COLBERT
Vice Admiowl, U, S. MNavy

¥Mr. €. J. DiBona

President, Center for MNaval Analyses
Havy Department

Washingten, DP.C. 59241

»
Encl: (1) The Newport Study 2
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Dear Admiral,

I appreciate your comments regarding "The Newport
Study" and your kind words on the job my people have
done. I believe the study provides a logical basic plan
on which positive action on the part of the United States
can be based, as well as providing a departure point for
further studies in this vital area.

Unfortunately, your letter arrived the day after the
final draft of the study went to the printers. All of
the specific points made in your letter I am sorry to say
were therefore not included in the final study. The
revised study, however, does include the general tenor of
most of your comments although these are not highlighted
as they would have been if we had received them in time
for inclusion in the final version. I am preparing a
brief on the study for CNO, SECDEF and other interested
parties and in it I will try to emphasize some of the
points you made in your letter that did not get into the 2,
study . Ep

I am enclosing a copy of the final "Newport Study". 0#?&
You will note our coverage of the Mediterranean and Indian
Ocean has changed from the draft study, however I would
like to comment specifically on some of the points made
in your letter.

The approach to the Indian Ocean changed considerably,
although admittedly it is still somewhat optimistic, even
from a step by step evolutionary standpoint. This region
was by far the most difficult in which to develop an ASW
improvement plan, because of the serious political and
military obstacles you referenced. I consider that the
evolutionary indigenous country approach recommended 1is
the best long-term and sustaining one ‘that can be made,
if a capability other than one purely under the aegis of
ANZUS is- to be achiewved.

You will also note that the study (Chapter VI) still
contains some extracts from the U.S. input to AD-70. The
point intended in citing these extracts is to highlight
that the U.S. input to AD-70 is not the same as the thinking

SECRET /NOFORN
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of U.S. and NATO Naval leaders and does not represent a
full appreciation of the scope or immediacy of the Soviet
submarine threat to the extent that SACLANT's input to
AD-70 or CNO's Project Sixty Report does. In short, the
U.S. official national position does not reflect the sub-
marine threat as we naval officers generally see it.

I strongly concur that in any ship and aircraft
transfer program quality rather than quantity should be
stressed. We must, however, make our deactivated ships
and aircraft available if selected countries desire to
use them and have the capability of doing so. The study
proposes, for example, that a version of the P-3 appears
to be ideally suited as a Free World maritime patrol air-
craft. However until this can be worked out, and until
certain countries have the capability to effectively
employ such sophisticated aircraft we should make maximum
use of our deactivated P-2 and S-2 aircraft.

With regard to the two major problems of ASW Command
and Control and a viable URG capability, I concur that
they could have-been given greater emphasis in the study.
These problems are of course significant in any effective
ASW regional effort. It does appear, that based on the
success COMNAVSOUTH has had in coordinating Eagle Eye
survaillance operations, it would be the logical building
block for a Southern Region ASW Command and Control system.
This may be an oversimplification of the problem of
effective ASW Command and Control, but it does appear
attractive, especially since the Italian Navy would play
a leading role.

Although URG capability is not emphasized to the extent
it could have been in the study, the theme of doing the best
with what we have, as well as making U.S. underway replen-
ishment support available to allies is there.

Again, I want to thank you for your comments on the
study and hope that you will find the final version an
improvement. I assure you that in my briefings and dis-
cussions with CNO and other interested parties, the problems
you raised will be emphasized. As I see it, our biggest
problem will be in the digestion of the study and in main-
taining an impetus that will result in significant Free
World ASW improvements.

With warm regards. -

=

Sincerely, \ WJ

rearoanl AT
SENESESE

R. G. COLBERT NUL v zes
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy™
SECRET /NOFORN

Aom Rwero



Naval War College

Naval Historical Collection

Declassification Review Form

Name of Reviewer: _321&3/l /2 q%

SN0 Fawe s N\ eion o Niro BIt0E

Classiﬁcaﬁon%ecret (] Confidential Number of Pages: i__

" Disposition:

Title of

0y arsa (796
Weclassva [AY OPNAVINST 5513.16 Dated $5APRIOH.. -

[} Additional Rev1ew Required.

[ Maintain Current Classification.

Comments:
[] Article is greater than 30 years old.

(] Continued classification not required per OPNAVINST 5513.16.
] Other:

QP Nats7 S5513.16 pargo 05 APAIT]  WAS
Cadaeo &1 QP IsT  S513. lba 0aTE0 0B N~ (796

- —— iy i



0951
RATSZYUN RUFHNAA2563 1661900=-55$5S==RUDONBA,
s DE RUFHNA 2563 1661900 o
ZNY S&sss 2ZH fo0s7i 60 30 2
R 1518102 JUN 71
FM USMISSION NATO ‘
- . To RUEHC/BECSTATE. WASHDC 2886 : CoE e
" 7 RUEKJCS/SECDEF.
INFO RUFHOL/AMEMBASSY BONN 3368
RUESEPQ/AMEMBASSY. THEHAGUE 2004
RUDTCR/AMEMBASSY LONDON 3137
RUENAAA/CNO
. RUSNAAA/USCINCEUR
> RUDONBA/CINCUSNAVEUR —
RULESAA/USLOSACLANT
RUFTRRA/USNMR 'SHAPE.
RUESSNG/AMEMBASSY 0SLO 1432
RUESPNG/AMEMBASSY COPENHAGEN 1610
BT
S E C R E T NOFORN USNATO 2563

P
T

SUBJECTS NATO MARITIME POSTURE IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC o

REF: (A) USDAO THE HAGUE CITE 0275 APR 71/DTG 0811h40Z APR 71
NOTAL ‘
{B) USDAQ BONN CITE 0236 APR 71/DTG 2315172 APR 71 NOTAL

1C) USDAQ THE HAGUE CUTE 0345 APR 71/DT6 2714107 APR 71

NOTAL

1, IN HIS 1971 FOREIGN POLICY REPORT, PRESIDENT NIXON

STATED *IN MAINTAINING AND IMPROVING OUR FORCES IN EUROPE =-
AND “IN THE SEAS ON EUROPE'S FLANKS -- WE ARE. DOING WHAT IS
NECESSARY T0 ENCOURAGE OUR EUROPEAN ‘ALLIES TO TAKE UP A GREATER
SHARE OF THE COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY '

2, IN THIS YEAR'S POSTURE STATEMENT, SECRETARY LAIRD SAID
THAT IT IS ONE OF OUR GOALS FOR THE 19705 THAT OUR ALLIES
PROVIDE A MAJOR CONTRIBUTION -TO PROTECTING THE CONVOYS THAT
IN WAR WOULD BE CARRYING MATERIAL FOR THEIR SUSTENANCE,

3, IN MCM=31=71 (MEASURES TO COUNTER SOVIET MARITIME

EXPANSTON IN THE ATLANTIC), THE MILITARY COMMITTEE STATES THAT
THE DOWNWARD TREND OF NATO_FORCES IN THE AREA, AS COMPARED .
TO THE iNCREASING SOVIET THREAT, WILL CREATE A MORE e

(PAGE | OF_=_)
TOR
—( / J242()
J / SSN [

ACTION/ORIG, —
DEPARTMENT olr i IVE_|
OOOONNNNNNNNTSg?gg???If?gg;gga EZDTG /5/f/0 z
‘ BSTOF
/{/ Ol l2i3 1|5 4 bl 7B 7ol Lt 1Olo) ! |ols(l6trla ] lalolale] | | PoTOM e vo Dussr vr 72
- il | ; : SECRET

NAVEUR NCU LON 2100/3 (REV 10-69) (WHEN FILLED IN)



PRONOUNCED. IMBALANCE IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC, ‘AN IMBALANCE WHICH
COULD SEVERELY RESTRICT SACLANT'S CAPABILITY TO SUPPORT
THE NORTHERN FLANK DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY, ACCORDING TO THE
MC DOCUMENT, SACLANT HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE ASW FORCES
AVAILABLE TO HIM ARE INADEGUATE TO 'COMBAT THE SOVIET
SUBMARINES WHICH CAN BE DEPLOYED IN THE ATLANTIC,

P

4o THE FINAL COMMUNIQUE OF THE 0PC MINISTERIAL JUST o
CONCLUDED STATES YMINISTERS ALSO NOTED THE CONTINUING BUILD-UP

- OF SOVIET FORCES IN THE NORTH=EAST ATLANTIC AND THE NEED
FOR FURTHER PLANNING FOR EXTERNAL REINFORCEMENTS AND |
OTHER MEASURES TO IMPROVE THE SITUATION ON THE NORTHERN

FLANK, SR 7{3 VAWZ VL
. DURING THAT SAME MEETING, MINISTERS WERE PUT ON NOTICE

BYMSECRgfﬁﬁY“QA!”bNTﬁATNEﬂIkEHIHE;QSQINTENB$“TOHSTRENQYHENZ
LTS MEDITERRANEAN NAVAL CAPABILITIES, OUR INTENSIFIED NAVAL
MODERNIZATION PROGRAM WILL RESULT IN OVERALL L
QUANTITATIVE SHIP REDUCTIONS IN THE NEAR TERM IN ORDER

TO ACHIEVE QUALITATIVE GAINS FOR THE FUTURE.’

6, IN LIGHT OF THE FOREGOING, THEN, IMPORTANT GOALS
WOULD BE THE IDENTIFICATION OF 'CERTAIN NATO NATIONS (OR,
INLTIALLY, A NATIONY WHICH HAVE THE POTENTIAL FOR GREATER
CONTRIBUTIONS TO ALLIANCE SECURITY IN THE ATLANTIC AREA
AND _TURNING THIS POTENTIAL INTO ACTUALITY,

7o RECOGNIZING THAT CERTAIN MAJOR POLITICAL DECISIONS e
AOULD BE INVOLVED, THE FIRST NATION WHICH COMES IMMEDIATELY

TO MIND AS HAVING THE BEST POTENTIAL TO DO MORE IN THE

AREA IS THE FRG. THE FRG POSSESSES ‘A PREDOMINANTLY=MODERN
FORCE OF DESTROYERS, FAST FRIGATES, AND ESCORTS AND IS
CAPABLE OF OPEN-OCEAN OPERATIONS, YET 1§, FOR THE MOST PART,
CONFINED BY NATIONAL DECISION TO THE BALTIC, -

IREFYELS) OF FRG TREND TOWARDS AN INCREASED EMPHASIS ON NORTH
SEA DEEENSE, AS ADDRESSEES AWARE, CURRENT OFFICIAL FRG NAVAL
EMPHASIS IS ON BALTIC, THIS EMPHASIS IS5 EXPLICIT IN FRG WHITE
PAPER 1970 ON THE SECURITY OF THE FRG WHICH STATES THAT

THE MISSIONOF ITS NAVY '1S TO ENGAGE ENEMY NAVAL FORCES ==
CHIEFLY IN THE BALTIC -= IN FLEXIBLE OPERATIONS, TO PROTECT
THE MARITIME FLANK OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC BY NAVAL ACTION,
AND TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE DEFENCE OF THE BALTIC APPROACHES,

IN VIEW OF THE SOVIET STRATEGY OF THE CONTROL OF

1 o g ey o e

8, IN THIS CONNECTION, WE NOTE WITH INTEREST REPOURTS

- ey . —— y [ e e s a2
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SEASy, PARTS OF THE. NORTH SEA MUST BE_INCLUDED IN THE NAVY'S
THEATRE OF OPERATIONS.

9, _THERE COULD BEs OF COURSE; VARYING ‘GRADATIONS OF
INCREASED FRG, NAVAL ACTIVITY AN THE NORTH SEA/ATLANTIC.

. AT_THE LOWER END OF _THE' SCALEo FRG COULD SIMPLY INCREASE ITS

OPERATIONS IN NORTH SEA WATERS CONTIGUOUS TO I7s TERRITORY.
ON. THE OTHER END OF THE SCALEo FRG COULD CARRY oUT EXTENDED
DEFLOYMENTS, BASING OPERATIONS IN SUPPORT OF "ALLIED
OBJECTIVESv AS DOES TﬁE us NAVYp IN OTHER COUNTRIES.
POSSIBLE CANDIDATES FOR SUCH A CONCEPT ARE NORWAY, PORTUGAL,
AND'_ THE EAST COAST PORTS OF THE US,

10, IN ADDITION TO SUPPORTING (OBJECTIVES OUTLINED IN PARAS

1 THROUGH 4 (ABOVE)o 'INCREASED FRG NAVY. OPERATIONS OUT OF THE

BALTIC AND INTO THEVNORTH SEA/ATLANTIC COULD HAVE POSSIBLE
ADDITIONAL EFFECTS‘

As SALVE NORWEGIAN ANXIETIES OVER THE LACK OF ALLIED
NAVAL POWER _TO _COUNTER THE SOVIET POTENTIAL IN THE AREA}

Bo CAUSE_ RECONSIDERATION OF . _FRB DECISION To DISCONTINUE
POGRAM FOR. CONSTRUCTION OF FOUR GUIDED MISSILE DESTROYER
ESCORTS_TO REPLACE THE FIVE-FLETCHER CLASS DESTROYERS IN ITS

NAVY} /@3@6’ ISIESO0F
C. EASE IMPACT OF POSSIBLE USN REDUCTIONS;

D. DEPENDING UPON_SPEED OF IMPLEMENTATIONr COULD RESULT
IN A TEMPORARY. SHIFT OF ASSETS FROM SACEUR TO SACLANT;

11, ALL THAT HAVING. BEEN SAID, HOWEVER, THE FACT REMAINS.
THAT MORE NATO NAVAL FORCES WILL BE NEEDED JIN THE 'AREA AND
WE RECOMMEND THAT_THE USG_ EXPLORE IN DEPTH ‘AND, ‘A5
APPROPRIATE ENCOURAGE; ‘BUT NOT AT_THE EXPENSE OF ENHANCED
LAND AND AIR EFFORTSy THE EXPANSION OF FRG NAVAL

OPERATIONS INTO THE NORTH SEA AND NORTH 'ATLANTIC. AS FIRST
STEPS FOR EXAMPLE, WE MIGHT ENCOURAGE NORMAL GERMAN. NAVY
REPRESENTATION IN STANAVFORLANT 'AND MORE FREQUENT
OPERATIONAL AND TRAINING VISITS OF FRG NAVY UNITS THROUGHOUT
THE NATO AREA,

12, COMMENTS FROM AMEMB BONN WELCOME.'
BT

— ———
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NAVAL WAR COLLEGE L
NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND

OFFICE, GF THE PRESIDENT Q2840

24 June 1971

PERSONAL - CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN
Dear Bud,

The purpose of this letter is twofold. First, I
would hope that you would give the final major address
at the Second International Seapower Symposium on Friday,
5 November, at 0900. Second, I want to let you know of
the progress of our planning and give you my thoughts on
the main thrust of the Symposium in order to provide
continuity and uniformity in our discussions with naval
leaders on our forthcoming trips to Europe. As you know
I will be informally inviting the Chiefs, whom I meet, on
your behalf, '

I am inviting Ralph Cousins to give the keynote
address "Reality and Opportunity' on Monday, 1 November;
Arleigh Burke to speak on "Problems--Solved and Unsolved"
on Tuesday; and Tom Moorer to speak about 'Our Mutual
Interdependence™ on Thursday. I hope therefore you can
give the major address on Friday, 5 November. To provide

"a logical summary we have entitled it "Qur Future at Sea."
We propose Thursday evening, 4 November, as the official
dinner, which you will host; this will be the major social
event of the week.

We have set aside Wednesday for solid committee
discussions without a major address. Our thought is that
with Wednesday as "Ropeyarn Sunday" you could return to
Washington Tuesday night and then return Thursday morning
if you wanted. Since you would not be involved in
committee discussions, your absence could easily be
rationalized.

We are now in the process of preparing invitations to
the Chiefs of the forty-six navies. These invitations will
be in the mail prior to my leaving for Southern Europe on
6 July. I appreciate the promptness of your staff in
response to the request for country clearance.

From the enclosed schedule of events, you will see
that I have developed the main thrust of the Symposium
around the '"Appreciation of a Common Challenge at Sea."

PERSONAL--CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN



PERSONAL--CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN

By using the classified threat briefing as a starter, we
will have identified the problem. We can then use portions
of the "Newport Study', as previously discussed in my
letter of 4 February, to build the seminar discussions.

The "options'" on regional ASW/Sea Control arrangements
in the study should be excellent grounds for lively dialogue
in the geographically oriented seminar groups. This
will also permit us to observe the validity of the study
as viewed by naval leaders from various areas of the world,
At present we are working on a sanitized, shortened version
of the study feor general use at the Symposium and hope to
elicit from the participants some new and original thoughts
on alternative regional sea control arrangemecnts. Hopefully
we will arrive at meaningful approaches to finite regional

arrangements to protect our mutual sea lines of communication.

In the invitational letter, I mention that our guests
will have the opportunity to present "papers' at the
Symposium. I consider this prudent and necessary in order
to insure a meaningful dialogue at the conference and to
make clear to our guests that we truly desire_a frank
exchange of ideas. We want to avoid any impression that
the U.S. is "dominating".

I am also informing our prospective guests that
accommodations will be provided during their stay in
Newport, but not mentioning that the Naval War College
would pay for transportation. However, in the letter of
instruction to the Attaches, who will be delivering the
invitations, I specifically address the.fact that they,
the Attaches, are authorized to offer financial assistance,
for travel purposes, if it appears that cost is a primary
factor restricting the attendance of a CNO or VCNO at the
Symposium. We don't want to lose such important represent-
ation for the lack of a small amount of travel money.

The tremendous response to the Symposium of 1969,
which was attended by many Chiefs and Vice Chiefs of
Naval Staff from some thirty-eight countries, and the
indicated enthusiasm at the highest level for a Second
Symposium, indicates that we may well have a high
percentage participation at the Chief level this time.
Just last week I heard from Admiral Uchida of Japan who
is "most anxious™ to participate.

PERSONAL --CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN
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PERSONAL——CONFIDENTIAL/NOPORN

I know how busy your schedule is, but would hope
you could plan to be present at least the four days,
1-2 and 4-5 November, to join with these top level
leaders of so many navies of the world.

Sincerely,

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy

Admiral E. R. Zumwalt, Jr., U, S. Navy
Chief of Maval Operations

Navy Depaxtment

Washingtom, D.C. 20350

Encl.

PERSONAL--CONFIDENTIAL/NOFORN



Naval War College

Naval Historical Collection

Declassification Review Form

Name OfREVIeW;Er -ate vl /(')\ /q%

CN\ O
Title of Article: %:_;—\cs\ R\m& Q‘&Q@ m\ﬂu\l@
Author: (/ND

‘Date ofP%esentanon 1 \ AA:’\?\Q‘-’"‘ \ S

Classification: E\\Secret (7] Confidential Number of Pages: \
" Disposition:
" 00 asa 1996
ﬁf/neclassify JAW OPNAVINST 5513.16 Dated 5ARRIIN .. -
{] Additional Review Required.
[} Maintain Current Classification.
Comments:

(] Article is greater than 30 years old.

[ Continued classification not required per OPNAVINST 5513.16.
(] Other:

QpNaliwsT $55(3.06 04782 05 ALY WAS
Cadeaeo &7 omm».b-/ s5(3.16A 0a7E2 0B NPn 196



LD e
13

fhmntidng O

2,_ referonos {a)

,.;

'y
i

K
w
s

&
r

*y
oF

3

?

&
lea of

Pinland
.}l’ J‘&Q‘EC [+
TR
= ‘«‘r,..ae 1)
Colontla

Long-rang




Naval War College

Naval Historical Collection

Declassification Review Form

N Date/(/C//ol% \ \\
NES)
Title ofArhCQ\émr?iﬁ rb\.bw\’ 1-—4(‘—‘ 4‘!‘ 7 \)\V\\QO\X

Author (
Date ofPresentanrJn ﬂﬁ\ M f\\ S T om0

Classification: @:cret O Conﬁdenﬁal Number of Pages:

Name of Reviewer:

" Disposition:
A 08 ara (7906
@\Declassify JAW OPNAVINST 5513.16 Dated EARRAINH.. -
[] Additional Review Required.
(] Maintain Current Classification.
Comments:

[ Article is greater than 30 years old.

(] Continued classification not required per OPNAVINST 5513.16.
(] Other:

!

QP NAiws7 S$513.16 04780 05 APMIT WS
Coveuso &7 OFUR\JJub-/ $513.16A 0aTEO Qb NN 19 6.



PR

OFFICE GF THE PRLSIDENT - Q2840

14 August 1971

COSMIC TOP SECRET (Unclassified when quote is withdrawn)

Dear Bud,

I much appreciated the opportunity to debrief you
last Tuesday on the main points gleaned from my recent
trip to Europe. It was a most enlightening tour! I
apologize for the laryngitis problem. Prue was struck
also, so when I returned that evening we had a rather
gsilent reunion. The few days in misty Ireland, I
suspect, caused the trouble.

As requested, T will shortly foxward a final trip
report including recommendations. It is now couplete,
but I have sent it on to Rivets Rivero to clear some
thoughts with him before sending it along to you.

On another but related subject, the classified
quotation below is the McNamara statement to the NAC
meeting of 25 July 1966 which you indicated you were
interested in finding.

"Finally, a number of inefficiencies with
respect to our naval force planning should be
considered. Tt is not at all clear, for example,
that we should be planning on substantial operations
in the Baltic and Black Seas. Admittedly, both
areas contain large Warsaw Pact naval forces, but
these could be bottled up as long as we control the
very narrow exits and this our naval forces have
the capability to do. In the case of the Mediterranean,
our ability to control the entrances 1is now sub =~
stantial, and it will grow further in this five-year
period. Warsaw Pact forces there would be quickly
deprived of their home bases and thus would be faced
with more or less suicidal missions.

Expenditures on naval forces in some instances
would seem to be an undue sacrifice and an undue
diversion from the more needed ground force strength
that we would obtain with the same resources.”

In light of the shifting balance, this is the kind
of thinking against which we must wage a concerted
education program.

10052 . copy | of _2: Copies
F: g f 2 Pages COSMIC TOP SECRET
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COSMIC TOP SECRET

- -~ Turning to the Seapower Symposium, it ig my under-
standing that you agree with the ides Secretary Warner
discussed with me of his participation in a panel on

"Laws of the Sea at the Seapower Symposium. Ve are
therefore Proceeding with planning now. I checked, after
your suggestioan Tuesday, and Alexis Johnson, unfortunately
cannot fit even a brief trip to Newport in his tight
schedule. As Alex will be unable to address the Symposium
I am Passing the information to B.J, so that he might find
a suitable substitute, I would suggest that we try to
maintain the "blue suit” concept as much as possible and
feel in such a case that we could invite Rivets, Chick,
Charley or Bush to speak. On the other hand, I understand
& tentative invitation to Armisted Seldon to speak has [
been extended by your staff. Since he spoke at the Sixth
Inter~American Naval Conference in April 1971, the
Amexrican Participants, comprising approximately one-third
of the Symposium delegation, will have already heard some
of his views. However, I am sure he could mold his talk
in a much broader context to this worldwide audience, 4if
you desire him to speak,

S0 as not to overwhelm our guests with a U.S. presence
I am extending invitations to a limited nunber of senior
U.S8. naval officers as the U,s. delegation. I have gone
ahead with these invitations to Admirals Rivero, Clarey,
Duncan, Bringle and Harty., 1If agreeable, T would like
to attend as part of the delegation, or as an observer.

Also, as a result of our discussion on Tuesday, and
your letter of 11 August, I have now scheduled vou to give
the keynote address on Monday, 1 November at 1030, This is
in place of the wrap-up address you were Previously sched-
uled to give on Friday, 5 November. The title of your
address is "REALITY AND OPPORTUNITY" which could be changed
if you desire. It will immediately follow the scheduled
College Staff briefing on "CHALLENGES AT SEA",

I am turning over to B.J. Semmes on Tuesday, so
subsequent correspondence will be with him. He is deeply
interested in the Symposium and has the benefit of partici-
pating in the 1969 meeting which should be most helpful,

As always, Prue joins din sending our warmest best

to you and Mouza.
Sincerely,
.
s

R. G. COLBERT
- Vice Admiral, vu. g, Navy

Admiral E, R, Zumwalt, Jr., USN COSMIC TOP SECH
Chief of Naval operations ~  Page 2 of 2 Pares
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SECRET
{Unclass when encl
is removed)

PRESIDENY OF THE MAVAL WAR COLLEGE
Newport, Rhode [sland
02840

14 August 1971

Dear Sey,

Thank you for the draft of the Politico-
Military Sub-Committee's paper. I have studied
it carefully and think it is an excellent
beginning. As you asked, I have added some
theoughts which might make it more complete;
they are provided as enclosures,

You are absolutely correct in coming
straight teo the heart of the matter by trying
to ask those questions which must be asked and
answered if the Navy's long range role is to be
defined. In this ccnneection, we have this last
year at the War College conducted a study dealing
with this very problem. In fact, the "Long
Range Future of the Navy" project was briefeqd
to Bud and he has directed that it be put on for
the CNO Executive Panel. I have suggested to Kin
that it be scheduled for the 9-10 September meeting
when we will be addressing your papexr. Like your
draft, it tries to look ahead and give some hard
thought to the probable internatiomal and domestic
environments in the years before us. It goes
through the year 2000 and provides three scenavrios.
I think porticns of it might be worthy of dncor-
poration into the Sub-~Committee's final report,

I look forward to hearing your views on the
brief.

With warm regards.

COLBERT
Vice Admifral, U. S. Navy

Mr., Seymour Weiss
Member, Planning and
Coordination Staff
Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20521

Encl SECRET
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Enclosure to VADM Colbert's ltr to Mxr. Sey Weiss of 14 Aug 71

PAGE 8: add after first para:

Inherent in the Nixon Doctrine is the requirement
for a lowered profile abroad and =a reduction, if not a
withdrawal, of our land based forces from various over-—
seas areas. At the same time, there is a reaffirmation
of our security commitments to some 42 nations around
the world. 1If this reaffirmation is to be recognized as
meaningful, it certainly will require our continuance of
a forward strategy, a forward defense posture., Clearly,
any such strategy, to be realistic, will have to depend
heavily on seabased forces; in short, it would be founded
on sea based mobility. This logically means an expanded
mission, a heavier burden for the Navy in the years ahead.

But precisely how and in what ways this is to be
realized remains to be articulated, much less initiated

and implemented...

PAGE 8: add after first sentence of final para:

In his foﬁward to the 1971-72 issue of Jane's Fighting
Ships, Raymond Blackman comes down heavily in favor of
the continued importance of this particular arm of our
naval arsenal...

PAGE 13: add after second sentence, first para:

The Soviets have certainly demonstrated an uncanny ability
to orchestrate a naval presence with diplomatic support,
economic aid, and military assistance. This type of
"troika plus one" strategy (pol/econ/mil means backed

up by a timely naval presence, a sort of gun boat diplomacy)
has prevailed especially in the Middle Eastern and Indian
Ocean regions.

It is therefore suggested that the United States
carefully consider ways in which it might be able to
implement such a strategy. Specifically, it is suggested,..

PAGE 19: add in middle. of page as new para:

Certainly they have already begun to do so, in as
yet limited fashion. When King Idyris of Libya was
overthrown in October 1969, Soviet Med fleet ships took
station off the coast, as if to warn the U.S, Sixth Fleet

1 SECRET
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against any Lebanon type landing. Likewise, during another
coup that same month, that in Somalia, Sovieit naval forces
were on alert in nearby Socotra in the event "imperialist
forces™ prepared to intervene against the revolution.

We can certainly expect other instances to cccur in the
near future.

There is, of course, one risk which such Soviet
conventional "intervention”™ runs. That is the danger of
miscalculating and ending uwp in a large and unwanted war
with the U,S....

PAGE 21: 'add at end of last para:

So too is Mauritius. But fomorrow these fishing bases
might well be bases for nawval combatants. For this is
obviously the Soviet planj to initiate a presence by
signing accords permitting the use of facilities for
fishing wvessels, and then gradually expanding those
rights into access for merchantmen, and, ultimately,
warships.

PAGE 34: add following first para:

In addition to the operational advantages to be
gained for the western alliance from such coordinated
naval exercises, there is one additional and equally
important reason for increasing the nascent efforts in
this regard. As Blackman points out in his Foreword
to the 1971-72 issue of Jame's Fighting Ships, the Soviets
are concerned about the knitting together of western
navies "which have little power individually but immense
power collectively." The synergistic effect of such
cooperation could be enormous, but it remains to be
fully  -exploited.

PAGE 40: add as d}):

d) Finally, there is the all-important psychological
factor. Espousing the virtues of allied naval cooperation
is one thing; taking concrete steps is entirely another.

To date, we still treat our allies as second rate friends;
we hesitate sharing weapons systems and contingency plans
with them for fear of security compromises. 1In the end,

we are left carrying the load unilaterally, the Nixon ,
Doctrine notwithstanding; worse, we alienate those on whom
we are supposedly placing greater reliance, In fact, while
we give recognition in some naval studies to the potential
of allied forces we yarely include them in our contingency
plans, except for NATO.

2 SECRET
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DRAFT

-

Politico-Military Sub-Committee

1. Purpose.

The Politico-Military Sub-Committee was vested with
the somewhat imprecise mandate of considering how, in
':éhe evolving international context, US naval power might N
- bé directed toward the accomplishment of diplomatic ends
or,alternétively,migﬁt.be confronted by politico-military
_1ssues requlrlng a reaction by our naval forces. The
' 1n1t1a1 lntent was to ldentlfy a series of problem areas:
which would subsequently be subjected to in-depth analyses
before being submitted to the CNO,. In its present form
"thiS’Paper‘is stili designed primarily to raise quéstions
in response to which the CEP may be able to help contrlbute
answers, ' However after Sub-Commlttee dlSCUSSlon of anl
.'earller draft it was concluded that the paper contalned
suff1c1ent substance to warrant its submission to the full
Panel, and as modified by and subsequently if agreed to

by the Panel, should be submitted to the CNO. This

SECRET



" SECRET.

L4

still leaves open the question of what further in-depth

analysis is warranted (and incidentally to whom such

~analysis should be assigned,} If the paper serves its

purpose the CNO may wish to indicate which areas touched

on are of sufficient interest to him to warrant follow=-up.

- Alternatlvely, before submlttlng the paper to the CNO

”ﬁ'fwe i perhaps modlfy it to 1dent1fy the specific studies

as correctlve policies the Panel believes warranted. In

any'eveﬁt what follows is a compilation and distillation,

_1arge1y of contrlbutlons made by the Sub Committee membexrs,

although w1th a major assist from other members of the

Panel

Ii; ‘General Politieal Analﬁsis,

a. The Environment of the 70's and 80's.. Perhaps

it is adequate to leave thls conSLderatlon implicit in the
ana1y31s of‘the‘varlous polltlcal 31t;atlons)1n.wh1ch t
naval power may be appllcable. Theﬁjudgement advanced
here is a contrary one: the Panel (and the Navy) had
better have a generally agreed international frame of
reference within which such enalysis(and the naval

policies and programs derived therefrom) should proceed.

SECRET
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It seemsre questionable expenditure of time for the Executive
Panel to take on an exhaustive analysis of elternative "world
futures" for the 70's and 80's ~-- every respectable (and

some not so resPectablej private, semi-private, governmental
and semi-governmentel research organization has conducted

such projections. Nevertheless the Panel should, it would

t'seem, have a reasonably clear apprec1ation of what sort of

_{;world envxronment the US w111 flnd itself operating within

‘“F(and thus constrlcted by) over the next decade or so,.

- What‘lnterests and pbjectives is the nation likely to

:. pursue? It has been suggested that we are in the process of a

;?&magor Shlft in the characterlstlcs of the lnternatlonal system

| which requires a new look at our foreign and defense policies.

"lUnllke the 1mmed“§te post-World War II decades characterlzed

_ﬁfby b1~polar1ty and contalnment the world is moving into a

: polycentrlc system somewhat akin to the 'chandelier" balance

yéof power of the 19th centnry Whlle some tenets of conta—u.n-=

:ment stlll apply, 1t appears that the real problem mlght

i?be how to re~orient our defense pollcy from contalnment pure
and simple to a new approach in which we will have 6 provide
the necessary margin of security to the United States and our

allies by playing the role of a balancer in a multi-power en-

vironment.
SECRET
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This can be illustrated by a new governmental
thinking which suggests that the perception of the

security problem in Asia is changing, Briefly stated.

been over-rated. Not only is she limited in her

. capacltles to dlrectly wage war but even indirect support

of aggre531on is 11m1ted (e g., by local resistance to

Chlnese cultural domination). Were that not inhibition
enough the soviet threat to Chinese aspirations is.
As for the Sovxets, they are interested in precludlng

the exten31on of both US and Chinese power but have llttle

hope of dlrectly projecting a dominant Soviet influence
into Asia, supplanting eithex _
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its communist or capitallst adversaries. Japan, the

argument goes on, is the fé%th critical element in the
equation. A growing power, allied to, but having potentially
serious differences with, the US, it too is unlikely to
embrace either China (culturally similar but otherwise
a threat) or the USSR, by far the greatest danger to
;flJapan. (Indeed given her enormous power potentlal_ as
TomﬁWoife has suggested, Japan could occupy & "swing'
role with all parties courting her.) From all of the
.foregoing a kiﬁd of quadrilateral balancing of poweX
relatlonshlps is seen by some, resulting in'a policy
distlnctly different in nature and effect from that of -
the China-containment policy of thé last three decades.
Without suggesting that this micro-cosmic view of
US-East Asian relations is a correct one, Or that taken
in lsolatlon it would determlne broader US national
.securlty pollcy, it does suggest that the view one holds
of the external world is likely to have conSLderable
impact upon how we assess the role of military force in

general and of the navy in particular in dealing with

anticipated politico-military problems., -

SECRET
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Perhaps of equal importance is an appreciation by,
and agreement of, the Panel on the domestic environment
within which the US Navy will have to operate. How will
our perceptions of the external environment be influenced
by our domestic attitudes? There is no ga;geeyéng that
the current concentratlon‘of natlonal concern is thh
- domestlc needs. Poverty, race, and 1nflatlon; not extermal
problems, are for the most part the key concerns. Somewhat
1ess politically energizing, but of great concern to
governmental off1c1ald0m is the pernicious balance of
payments deflcmt and the enormous budgetary deficits.

Thus one wonders, how much at issue is the conclusion that
the US has entered on what Frank L. Kllngberg has called
*the ”1ntroverted mood cycle" of 1nternatlonal involvement?
In a retrosPectively remarkable article, Klingberg wrote,
almost twenty years ago (Wbrld Polltlcs, Vol. IV, January
.1952), that the US hlstorlcally had experlenced alternatlng'
perlods of "introversion" and"eytxoverSLOn” in foreign
affairs. He predicted that if the average time of previous
cycles was confirmed, the period of extroversion, at a

very high point at the time he was writing, should end

SECRET
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in a decade or so'....it seems logical to expect America -
to retreat, to some extent at least, from sc much world
invblvement, and perhaps to do so sometime in the 1960's."
Moreover; Klingberg argues that poiitical leadexrship
can éccentuate‘the prevailing mood of the nation but. pro-
~ bably cannot effect a fundamental change. ''Strong leaders
*één'crystéliie policies and sentiments, but apparently
canﬁot 'turn the tide' except when the general mood is :
shifting." As a point incidental to his main thesis,
but not to the CEP's, Klingbe?g notes that annual naval
expenditures.;eem té bear a close stétistical relation=-
ship "to America's alternating moods in international
 affairs." While,consistent with our nation's growth,
.}étéé.of naQai expenditure have gone up over our history,
introvert phases are not good times for.naval appropriations,
Whether Klingberg's cyclical laws are genuine or
uméreiy statiéticaliyacoiﬁcidental, the Panel needs to
establish reasonably”clear parameters about the woxrld
environment, external and domestic, within which future

Yavy programs well perforce have to operate.

SECRET
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To sum up, while we do not have t& accept the in-
evitability of the conclusion that we are inextricably
caught in an introvert cycle of US attitude toward foreign
affairs from which there is no immediate escape‘(lram ﬂot my =
self a determinist) it appears tg be true’that we aré;;t least
at this time, moving into a neo~isolationist :

/phase in our foreign policy. To the extent true this
wouid warrant an assessment of what military responses in
general, and naval responses in particular, are open to
the US over the coming decade if domestic attitudes
are likely to ﬁiéce a distinet limit on US external in-
volvements. It %buld then seem desirable to weigh the
conclusions of this analysis with the préviously suggested
analysis of the anticipated intermational environment.
Conceivably this could result in a re-defined national
security policy framework within US naval forces would

play a role distinctly different from that of the post

World War II decades.
Can the Panel agree on what the probable international
kely to be over the next decade

and domestic environment is 1i
onally useful conclusions for

or so, and can one draw operati

guarding Navy programs during this per;odi
SECRET '
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b) Implications of the Nixon Doctrine for the Navy.

Clearly as a related issue, omne can presumably take the
‘Nixon Doctrine as reflective of the political context

within which US military programs and objectives will

be formulated for at least the immediate future (and perhaps

until 1976). ﬁespité'the inherent ambiguities in that Docf}ina:
it is generally )
/ accepted that naval forces lend themselves well, perhaps

o™

bettg§ than other forces, toward its}bnplementationa-

. .. - But precisely how and in what ways this

is true remains to be defined. Why are naval forces most

suitable for this purpose? Which naval forces; all orx
are some more applicéble than others? What guide can be

derived for ﬁ:;ure navy budgets as to which forces are
o ST o , & )

most needed to implement the Doctrine? How can these
presumably uniquely suitable forces be reflected in
force planning? How can this special role of the Navy,

if it really exists, be made convincing to the American

public so as to gain understanding and support?,

v One specialized aspect of thii question relates e

to the role of the naval carrier.A Symbolically the most

SECRET



n s Dol BRI L e = "

important political instrument of the Navy, how should

it £il1ll this role? Can it be better coordinated with

other instruments of US diplomacy? Is a change in its

war fighting role implied? For example, what is the role

of the carrie~ against a USSR attack on Europe? Should -
it perform a ;;clear or non=-nuclear strike function

| hégéinst Warsaw Pact land targets or should it be primary
‘direéted at Soviet sea power in the Atlantic basin?

Similarly, is its primary mission in the Med to proteét

'dﬁf naval presence there or is its primary role to pro-

ject air support to the land operations én the Sgﬁthérn flanks?
(Adm, Rivero might opt for the latter; Adm, Kidd for the
forme¥.) Similarly, what is its rolé in the Pacific?

' Do we not lose a portion of the political (if not military)
advantage of the carrier by tying it down to a semi-static
role sugp as that which it currently perfqrms in Indo-
.Chiﬁé?.:Why,'in éuéﬁ an'énﬁironmant (i.e.,-whefe there

exists large scale US ground involvement) should not land N
air carry the total burden? Conversely, why shouldn’t the
carrier be more specifically oriented toward the quick

emergency Situations, where land-based air is unavailable,

SECRET
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thereby symbolizing a mobiie, rapidly deployable force?
(T gathervthis is now being.introduced into Navy planning,
Is it moving fast enough?) Is there validity to the concept
that Navy forces provide a more flexible commitment because
they can be pulled out as well as pushed forward? Could
more smaller, less sophisticated ships and aircraft, better
serve IS foreign and'sgcurity policy needs than a lesser
number of larger, more costly and more sophisticated vessels?
There may also be a series of questions which should be
posed regarding the future role of the Marine Corps as iﬁ
relates to its mission under the Nixon Doctrine. Recognizing
tﬁat the Marine Corps is not under the jurisdiction of the
Chief of Naval Operations, the Corps is a paft of the Navy
Departmeﬁt, requires naval shipping and support, and it does
therefore seem appropriate to consider its role in our strategy
under the Nixon Doctrine.
Perhaps as currently constituted the Corps is ideally
-suited to the needsof'thak-Doctrine but it is a matter
which should be explicitly examined and not taken as a
given, Is it, for example, to function as an intervention

force, and if so where an® under what circumstances? (Is
SECRET '
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intervention consistent with a period of introversion in
international affairs?) There is perhaps a difference

in this function if-the need is limited to the Caribbean

as contrasted to Asia. Is it to serve as a reinforcement
force, if so, again under what assumed circumstances, Korea,
SEA, Taiwan, Norway, Turkey? In short, without suggesting
that the Corps is incorrectly constitutéd, a rethinking of
its mission, in relation to the future politico~military

environment, seems in order so long as it is expected to

maintain its expensive capabilities.

g
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Finaily having raised questions concerning the role
and mission of some aspects of Naval force as well as of
the Marine Corps, some speculation may be also relevant
about basic US military strategy under the Nixon Doctrine.
For example, would an island strategy in East Asia
increase or reduce the pressures for US naval involve-
ment? In what ways? With what effect upon requirements
in other theaters of operation? (Such a strategy is one
among several currently being reviewed in NSC studies.)
Such questions as these are obviously only indica-

tive of onés which might be posed about the relation-

ship of particular components of the Navy to the Nixon

’ Doctrine. Doubtless there are other questions as well
which could and ought to be analyzed in oxrder to under=-
stand the relationship between the Nixon Doctrine and
future naval requirements.

~c. The Military-Diplomatic Use of Naval Presence.

. A need for a sharper appreciation of what is covered in
this requirement has been expressed by various members

of the Panel. One correspondent sees this as a response

to expansion of "Soviet Naval power which tends to: (a)

neutralize (‘'stalemate') our power and influence at
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various points of the globe;. (b) erode our alliances."
The question is raisgd as to whether naval movements
cannot be coordinated with diplomatic and economic
(including foreign aid) actioﬁs to achieve specific
foreign policy goals. p To this end‘ it is suggested
that (a) concepﬁs be developed, (b) political trends

be analyzed, (c) systematic élanning be undertaken of

naval movements to influence those trends and (d) an

appfopriéte instituﬁional arrangement be established by
the Névy'for this purpose.

| While this seems a reasonable course of action two

questions present themselves: (a) Can the CEP do more
than identify this approach as omne baving potential utility?,
(b) Can the Navy complete the task identified without

extensive outside, i.e., other Executive Branch, cooperation?

- These, and perhaps other questions, are worthy of CEP

impact of maval force on foreign policy objectives, namely,

discussion. However, there is one aspect of the[subtle
effect which naval presence (oxr the relative lack thereof)
can have on political and psychelogical attitudes,which

Tom Davies has suggested as warranting immediate comsider-

LN
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ation, This effect 1s one which a) is generated over a
considerable period o# time and b) may be related to a
series of small but cumulatively significant events.
This is in contrast to the more frequently considered
_individual act of considerable significance compressed
into a relatively short time span e.g., the threatened
use-of naval forceé in a glven contingency.

While more difficult to define precisely, it can
nevertheless be argued that this more subtle effect,
which, for want of a bettexr term, might be described as
"the persistent effect of military presenceﬁ may be of
considerablé importance.- Certainly the growing strength
of the Sovigﬁ_Mediterranean Fleet has begun to create
Spécﬁlaﬁion concerning the relative power balance in the
area even though an objective analysis might suggest
that Ué forceiﬁnow and‘ﬁor some time in the future will’
continue to Be supefioﬁ. In é similar vein the apparent
ability of Soviet'fqgcgs to trail US maval units tends to

leave the impression that US naval forces are vulnerable

to being disposed of at the will of the Soviets, even

-

SECRET
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though such a conclusion may be far from the fact. Over -

time, however, such impressions can do much to erode the
positive political effect of US naval forces unless means
can be found.to correct the impression.

Such meahs may be available and.politically exploit~-
able, TFor example, there is at least some evidence that
the ability of the Soviets to locate and trail US naval
forces is largely related to their ability to identify
US electronic emissions. If the US force does not'emit,
the Soviets have great difficulty in locating the force.
Conversely, througﬁ monitoring Soviet search emissions
as well as-through use of fixed wing and helicoptor air-
craft, Soviet forces can be kept under surveillance, It
might well be feasible to demonstrate the effect of this
capability (without imcidentally disclosing the precise
meaﬁéxby which it is agcomplished), by having members of
the press corps éértiEipate in naval exercises in which-
this capability to avoid detection while conversely
maintaining surveillance of the enemy is demonstrated,
The reporting of this capability might begin to counter the

existing contrary impression.

'SECRET
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A second example of a way to underline US naval
power and concurrent Soviet vulnerability might be to
demonstrate the effectiveness of a fairly recent innova-
tion under which US naval vessels_are.being equipped with
missiles capable of homing in on electronic emissions.
The missile in question was air delivered against SAM
sites in North Vietnam. Howeﬁer, it apparently can
be used from a sea platform against either shore in-
stallations or against enemy naval vessels which are
eléctronically emitting, If a demonstration could be
arranged (for example, by the 6th Fleet in conjunction
with allied forces) during which an obsolescent naval
veséel equipped with an electronic emitter is hit and/or

dest&oyed at a considerable distance by such an electronic

“homing missile, the word about this rather impressive

capability would quickly get around, It would be

bound to impreés.allies‘aﬁd potential adversaries alike,
The. preceding examples, are just that, examples,

Doubtless others could be found. The point is.that the

Navy needs to think about how and in what ways its’

capabilities can be emphasized so as to add a significant

SECRET
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positive politico—ESycﬁoiogical dimension to its naval
presence. There are, of course, pitfalls to be avoided.
The problem of disclosing classified capabilities could
be one such pitfall. This should not be an insurmountable
problem however, for it is probably the details of the
capability rather than its existence which need be class-
ified. Moreover, if our naval forces are to serve in their
primary rol(;as 4in effective deterrent their capabilities

v
in the preceding regard need to find some way to be em-
phasized. As Tom Davies notes, for the successful
accomplishment of the "deterrent or 'presence mission', the
forces must present the adversary with a clearly visible,
é;edible capability to deal with and defeat his forces...
For the successful accomplishment of the peace:fim;
mission the conflicting objective of technical surprise
iﬁ_a war situation must frequently'be subordinated,"

Pdlitical Tmpact of Soviet Naval Forces.

a. Inter-relationship of Soviet Strategic and

Conventional Power. Charles Herzfeld has quite correctly

bointed out that if we are to justifyAa-largé US naval

SECRET
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presence, we need to understand the latter's effect

and motivation. This in turn will require an in-depth study
of the political effects of naval presence for which the
ca?eful examination of some recent examples of the use

by the Soviets of their forxce might be revealing. Hoﬁever,
more than this is o@viodsiy required. ZLooking to the
 fﬁ£ufe.one would presumably wish to consider how,with an
altered strategic balance, and perhaps harkening back

to the opening passages of this paper, a changed domestic
and international environment, Soviet naval forces might
be employed fdr political effect. The probability is that
the two superpowers will essentially maintain a strategic
nuclear stan{;off for the indefinite future., This is not
Itdfséy that one or the other may not seek a politiéélly-
exploitable strategic advantage. A continuing Soviet
_deplbyment of the large SS~9 type ICBM, not offset by
éouﬁtervaiiing Us éffﬁfts, might be an example of such a
poiitically exploitable advantage. But this sort 6Ff

e

gamesmanship (serious gamesmanship to be sure, e;becially

if’ the political exploitation occurs during a crisis) aside,

SECRET
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is it not reasonable to assume that the Soviets will
attempt to exploit convéntional military power for pol-
itical ends? Having effectively stymied the US strategic
nuclear threat and assuming our perception of Soviet desirs
to advance its influence and interest is correct, why.
would they not seek to utilize their conventional militaxy
fforce, where suitable, to advance their diplomatic,
economic and poliéical purposes? AIf they do attempt to

do so, they run the risk, to be sure, of miscalculating
their way into a large, unwanted war with the US. But the
means are at hand to exercise considerable control over
their chosen instruments (especially if these are naval
forces). More importantly if their local power appears
tq‘provide a sigﬁificant edge over US deployable power they
may calculate, Wiéh some reason, that it is the US which
does not dare engage or that if it does it bids fair to-
suffer a gerious local defeat, Such calculations haveliong
been at the heart of US willingness to employ a show of
force, or if need be to engage that foxce, to deter

effective communist intervention. Though the time may

SECRET
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‘not yeﬁ ﬁévé arrived, some analysis of Soviet ability to ex-
ploitahavéi Power'in this fashiéﬁ in the future, and its im-
plicatiéns for US interests, may warrant analy;ise Such an
analysis, along with the more conventional considerations of
conveﬁti§nal war fighting capabilities, per se, ought to include
_othér leés direct but nonetheless important avenues of possible
exploitation, For example, as one analyst has noted, "in a
world of nuclear deterrence where soft and gradual military

"approaches may be far more successful than hard frontal assaults
~on thelpért of a large nuclear power,  substantial merchant
forces have many advantages: they earn hard currencys, they show
the flag in parts of the world they provide a manpower pool of
trained seagoing reservists, they provide ships which can be con~
verted to naval purposes in many instances, they can gather many
kinds of intelligence, etc.”

These various avenues of possible exploitation suggest anothef
questlon' Dﬁes the CNO have a suitable body which could not only
analyze,’ but "follow through in actual policy 1mplementatlon, the
multi-leverage approach necessary to counter Soviet ability to'ex»
ploit naval power? |

b. Soviet Overseas Bases? The exploitation of overseas bases

is a similar axea warranting analysis not only for their obvious
military utility but, if they command the narrow straits and key
trade routes, their threat to the commercial life lines of depend-

ent states can be a powerful political weapom. lLargely as a
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consequence of some $11 billion in military and economic
assistance to underdeveloped countries since 1955, the
- USSR has acquired:
-~ The use of the ports of Alg}erg, Alexandria,
Port Said, Latakia and Tartus .

-~ Naval and commercial vessel rights to use Aden,

~ Basra and Bombay
. == A prospective submarine base (being built for India)
at Visakhapatnam

-~ Prospective use of port facility at Hodieda (Yemen) .

£
t
¥

-~ Fishing fleet access to various gountries
it

L]

w7

-~ Use of Cuban facilities
-~ Prospective use of Singapore

While theé evidence is not conclusive that the Soviets are

planning to build a series of overseas bases their presence

_overseaéfis undeniably expanding.” In the past, natioms
'aspiring'to greaf pbwgr gé#éus havé acquiféd-a substaﬁtial
erréeas'base complex, As a recent Rand Study (from which
the foregoing was 1arge1y‘gktracted) notes "Okinawa was
once a haven for American whalers in the days of the sailj
toda§ Japan and America discuss iits nuclear étatus. Today

Aden is a haven for Soviet fishimzg vessels..,.” GQLQ

AT I
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A different aspect of the Soviet expansion also
merits cbnsideration: The extent to which this expan-
sion makes the Soviets wvulnérable to the interruption
of sea 1inés of communications and might enhance their
stake ?n international stability and the freedom of the
séas. :When viewed in this light, the problem of the
Savie£ expansion of overseas presence is a complex one
which requires a complex response. Assuming a certain
degree of inevitability in the-Soviet overseas expansion,
‘the question arises: Would it be possible, through a
prudent and far~sighte& ﬁ.S. policy, to influence the

direction of the Soviet overseas expansion in such a

way as to minimize its power value to the Soviet Union

L

and maximize the Soviet stake in international stability?

oy
.4

<7
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c. Soviet Arms Control Proposals. Another area

in which we may well have had a recent demonstration of
theipolitical use of Soviet naval presence, and to a
deé}ee in anticipation of that presence, is the Brezhnev -
relating to
proposal for arms control agreements / US and Soviet
naval forces in the Indian Ocean and the Mediterraneau.
In-éne fell swoop this offer accomplished the following:
-- By emphasizing that any such agreement would of
course have to be on the basis of equality (the
'USSR is prepared to discuss the problem of naval
Hﬁdeployment but 5n1y "on an equal basis'') it
“established itseif aé a naval power entitled to
equal treatment with the US well before objectively
'fA‘:J?gghiﬁg'névél.parity.
--“The %pproach suggests a US-USSR arrangement even

" ‘though it is clear that any such conference would have

to deal with issues of vital interest to our allies,

some of whom, incidentally, have large naval forces
in the area operating wit ’our own.

-~ The offer establishes the Soviets as taking a
' peaceful political initiative, If an agreement
eventuates they get the lion's share of the credit;

if one doesn't the US gets the blame.

[k vl s m i o)
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;- The approach hiéhlights the "unreasonableness”
of the US positﬁmyiézkacizing Soviet naval
activity while considering the US Navy's ubiqui-
i itous presence ''mormal and natural'.
The analysis of the objectiveé of Soviét naval presence,
as Herzfeld has suggested, while it mighglnot have pre-
ﬁicted such a Soviet ploy, nevertheless éight have and
thus placed us in a better position to %%al with it when

D

it occurred. Even now the Navy must qsg'itself what

sort of arms control proposal relatinq‘;o naval forces

H

5.1
R
sy

in the areas iéeﬁ;ified by the Soviets:tor others?)
might be in the ﬁs interest and have some reasonable hope
of:being negotiated, With the Navy ¢laiming that its position
in ﬁhe Mediterranean is fast deteriorating, and foreseging
little prospect of matching present and future Soviet deploy-
ments td the Indian Ocean, it is incumbent upon it to thimk

hard about whether an axms control arrangement might contribute
[to a staBilizationL Might it be possible, for example,
o

£ the naval balance in that area. --
to pose a ''freeze' at current levels while publicly
acknowledging the principle of Soviet equality? If not, (it
is doubtful that the Soviets would buy this) how much moxre

SECRET
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1d we settle for =-- and of what

e e - .- ‘.\
a freeze on both sides as being
N

e

Meree zonme' in some part of the

established? Would we exchange

this for Soviet abandonment of proxy bases at Alexandria,

and/or elsewhere? The Navy must carefully_consider not

whether some ideal arrang

ement which can guarantee its

previous superiority{can be negotiated, but rather what

it sees as the alternativ

e to an arms control agreement

in terms of the evolving US-USSR naval balance in this

area of the world, In sum, how can the Navy respond to

this Soviet initiative wi

thout a serious worsening of the

current politico-military situation and, if possible,

with some improvement?

I1I. Specific Politico-Military Problems Warranting

¥ : Analysis

‘geveral members of the Panel have suggested a

‘rangeé of specific problems, issues and contingencies

‘which, presumably for wan
worthy of analysis by the
gome of these specifics b
gdo net actually overlap,

"analysis treated in IT ab

areas which have been sug

t of a better home, may be
Politico-Military Sub- ~-Committee.
ear a relationship to, if they
the areas of general political
ove. A partial listing of those

gested follow:

SECRET
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a. The Growth of Soviet Naval Power. Under what

circumstances and with what effect might the Soviets be

tempted to utilize through interposition, their growing

naval power to deprive or, defeat US objectives? Examples

(s\
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might include: interposition between American ox 0.A.S.
forces and a revolution in the Caribbean, between the
Us. Slxth Fleet and/or Greek forces seeklng'to intervene
inna Cyprlot civil war, or, perhaps between Portuguese
naval forces and a revolution taking place in Mozambique
or Angola.

An interesting use of naval power by the Soviets

in the classical tradition was the deployment of two

destroyers off thé coast of Guinea late last year., The
pdépose'of this show of force was to reassure the govern=
ment which believed itself endaﬁgered by the threat of
foreign military intervention., The Soviet &estroyers
called at Conakry, gnd Soviet diplomats in the capital
stated that the warships' presence "will help to guarantee
the integrity of Guinean territorial waters.” However,
_tbis éébiet earnest of help to fend off a seaborne threat
to the Guinean govefnment did not appa;ently allay the

. go?ernment's continued fears of attack. Neveftheless, the

sncident is a noteworthy example of Soviet use of its

SECRET
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. newfound sea power to support a friendly government
during a time of crisis. Even today Soviet destroyers
still patrol off the coast,

" b, Freedom of the Seas. Questions involving the

freedom of the seas are central to the mission of every

navy. Possible scenarios vary from problems involving

a challenge to the principle of freedom of the sea to

armed attempts to deny it to merchant or naval vessels.
For example, in 1962 the United States was extremely
suécessful in the "missile blockade" of Cuba. In what
maéner %ould the scenario be developed given the Soviet
Ungon'sdnaval power of today?

In a related vein, the USG ié prepafing for a major
Law of the Séas Conference in 1973. Prospects are that

coastal :

thé noncfmaritime /states will exert thelr combined influence

in"an attempt to greatly conmstrict the freedom of the mari~
over territorial waters to distances up to 200 miles and by closing strait:

to right time powers (e.g., by attempting to extend thelr sovereignty/ -

of free ; - , : ich h. 5 :
assage). i i nference is a ter in which the Depart
passage) Prepgratlon for this confe i, opakter in which, € P

Navy are engaged. One wonders, however, just how much

attention the matter is receiving in the Navy and at how

SECRET



senior a level? Are the implicatioms of various potential
restrictions on the ability of the Navy to operate,clearly
understood by the State Department? Have all possible
avenues been explored for countering the anticipated
efforts at constricting freedom of the seas? TFor example,
has thought been given to advance preparation and cooper-
conceivably

ative action by the maritime powers --/including the USSR?

S c. The Role of allies. There are several facets

to thlS problem There is first of all (as both Bob
Delaney and John Hoefer point out), a need for an up-to-
date assessmekp on allied capabilities and how those
caﬁabilities might be utilized to achieve common US=-allied
objectives, granting the inherent uncertainty of whether,
from a polltlcal pOlnt of view, those forces are likely
to be avallable. Do we, for example, tend to discount
ertaln allled potential because their militaxry- capac1t1es
do'aot measure up to our standards of performancef In
some quarters there has been a belief, perhaps unjustified,
that the US Navy talks a good game when it comes to the

potential use of allied naval forces but in reality finds
P “i
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many féésons ﬁo discount this potential because of its
materiel and training limitatioms. Second, is there a
realistic appraisal of what circumstances allied navies

could be relied upon? Acknowledging the "chanciness® of
;élyiﬁg on a third party, still how extensive 1s our

ﬁianniﬁg for allied use and have we done all we can to'
eﬁplore with allies conﬁingencies in which they might

. jbin us? Third, what,if anything, can be dome to increase

.the extent to which allies can be involved in joint under-
takings? 1Is there more room for peace-time exercises --

e.g., how muéh do we do in the way of bilateral peace-

E?me maneuvers?. Do we have a careful analyses of the pol-
i%igal} as well as the military effect of the UNITAS exercises
(ﬁS-Latiﬁ American naval maneuvers) and or thelr possible
_éppliéability to other regions? One special problem area
ibmédiétely cbmes to mind. Recent studies of US-Noxrwegian rel- ..
éiioné;suggest that there is a clearly pexceptible trend .

iﬁdicé%ing a further shifting of power toward the Soviet Union

ih thg‘Northern Flank of NATO. The essence of the problem growsf

{! , . ]
out of increased Soviet capabilities in the Kola Peninsula

which is contiguous to North Borway. As a base for alr
strikés against the US and Atlantic shipping the Soviet

Union'has built on Kola one of the worlds greatest and
1 ;
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increasing concentrations of military power, comprising
nu?erous missile emplaceﬁents, thirteen air fiélds,.and
as;manj-as six divisions., Kola contains most off the
wo%ld'sxpopulation north of the Artic Circle and the
Soviet's only year-round ice-freé ocean port. Most-

of the Soviet fishing fleet is based there, as well as’

.the Noxrthern Fleet, the most powerful component of the
Soviet Navy. A recent study points out -that recent
increases in Soviet capability in Ehehérea, iﬁcluding a -
demonstrated amphibious capability, have fanned Norwegiéﬁ
concerﬁs about growing Soviet capability to isolate Norw&&
from its allies, as well as invade by sea, Accordingly -

it has been suggested that Norway be provided with in-
cfeaée&zassurancelof its.defense and of the existence of
anfefféétive deterrence, Toward this end it proposes
tﬁéﬁ‘siﬁce the principal root of Norwegian anxiety is

the recent Soviet naval buildup, incfeased naval operatiSns
would enhance deterrent credibility, and contribute toward

attaining a viable capability for holding in case of

SECRET
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attack. It further suggests increased NATO naval ex-
ercises toward this end, i; strongly urges the US to
commit an aircraft carrier toward this end. Such an
exéfcisé might be a concrete example of increased alliance
involvement which the Panel may wish to consider in:
greater depth., It might also be worth contemplating
wheﬁhe;, if a significant US show of naval force in

this area were to prove feasible, it might also have

the' effect of causing Soviet planners to think twice

about the extension of Soviet naval forces to distant
areas, such as the Mediterranean, in the face of a
poééiblé tﬁreat much closer to home. In any event would
thlS specmflc exercise or other SLmllar ones be of value
and‘does the Navy have the capablllty for undertaking them?

i' d. ' Multinatiomal Naval Cooperation. This is

‘closely related to the preceding point. Dick Colbert .

p01nts out that the existence of the Standing Naval Force,
AtTantic, has demonstrated the possibility of creating

a multlnatlonal naval force on a limited scale. Regional

exéfcisés need not involve large numbers of ships and

0.5 . .o . . .
could start with initial emphasis on communications and

e
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basic tactical training evaluations. Exercises should

also include the cultural and psychological aspects of
port wvisits. .

: Joint naval operation scenarios, as suggested, might
involve the Mediterranean 1ocation,-including NATO 51lies,
aﬁd perhaps Israel. Joint exercises wifﬁ-Naval Forces
of the Americas should also be considered. Especially

interesting might be a multinational Indian Ocean Force.:

Scenarios should explore several facets of this problem:

B

(1) What political objections to such multinational
" .
_ e#?rcisés exists among the governments engaged in the
eﬁércisé?.
(2) What polifical and operational benefits can
béiderived from such exercises?
(33 What forms can multinational exercises take in

order tb avoid domestic political objections?

8 (4) What political or military objections are likely

tdjbe raised by third parties?

(5) How can multinatiomal exercises be used as tools
of foreign policy, such as a demonstration of solidarity

in the face of foreign aggression?

SECRET
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Tom Wolfinotes that in addition to joint exercises
it ‘might be possible to encourage the cooperative study

A

ofeseleéted military-political problems with other navies,
Mywéwn é#perience with multinational gaﬁing and analysis
suégests that more can and ought to be done in this area,
although the situations to be analyzed and gamed,and the

panﬁéiﬁ?aa;s,wodld.have to be'carefully chosen.
-2 .

e,” Middle East and Persian Gulf. Several variants

of.; Middle East confrontation growing out of the Arab~-
Israeli conflict have been proposed for analyses. A
Yellow Sea crisis growing out of inadvertant confrontation
between’US and North Korean or PRC forces is another,

A Persiin Gulf ecrisis emerging out of an Iran-Iraq con-
frénfation, is séill another, -Indeed several contingency
siéuatigns Suggest themselves out of the prospective
Brgﬁish'departure from the Persian Gulf. A recent NIE
(30-1-7i of April 1, 1971) may be worthy of Panel con~
sideration. The study points out that with the British

debartu%e the area will be open to "accelerating political

IS
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change". Among other actions which may be expected is

the seizure of certain islands in the Strait of Hormuz,

uniess eeceptable political comprise (deemed unlikely)
ca&fbe ;ehieved. Moreover, "'if a radical regime should
come to poﬁer in one of the Sheikhdoms -- and the chances
afe growing in Bahrain -- both Saudi Arabia and Iran would
prdbably seek to unseat it by direct means.” Both might
atﬁempt military intervention. At the same time the
esfimate notes that '"once the;B;itish leave, the Soviets
wiil seék diplomatic relations with the lower Gulf states

and may offer military equipment to the rulers. Soviet

naval presence in the Gulf will doubtless increase' although

within certain constraints. This would suggest a range

of*possible problems in which US naval force might be

,l

“ M
in&olvea either in an effort to deter hostilities or

R |

_subsequently in an attempt to’ 1nf1uence the outcome of

| hostllltles, although as a practical matter lt may well

be"that’ the USG would be loath to exert other than political
influence in this area. Even so, might there not be a

dlrect correlatlon between the effectlveness of political

.J

pressure and the presence of US naval forces?

b F
B
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g.' Strategic Deterrence. Most of the foregoing

]
3

suégests analysis dealing largely with naval general

purpose force missions. One may ask, however, whether

(el i~

some analysis of the political implications of strategic
naval forces would not also'be useful., For example,
how if at all, can our ballistic missile submarine force

and our strategic ASW forces be utilized toward meeting
i i ' ' .
political objectives? Which objectives, if any,lend
Y i

themselves to such use? If Soviet strategic programs,

T

offensive and defensive, continue to grow, this may
-prﬁvide the Soviets with a useful political leverage.

Can US maval strategic forces contribute to offsetting

this leverage? If so, is it merely a matter of publicizing

-~

and emphasizing our own capabilities or can other actioms

'

bé?takén?; The development of ULMS is likély to be suffic-

ie%tly’ﬁramatic to provide counter leverage, in a political

and psychological sense, to Soviet strategic forces. Are
there particular ways the capability of this system can

be exploited for political ends (and might this mean

s 7 :
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less of a shroud of secrecy)? Similarly are there ways
that our ASW capabilities can be better advertised for pol=
itical ends without serious security degradation?

5 -

There is a danger here worth noting. Partly out

- genuine
of af conviction that US underseas strategic forces are and will
remain <

/" the most invulnerable, partly out of a desire,for the

foregéing and othe; reasons, to gain a larger share of

the Defense budget, and perhaps partly to underline for
poiiﬁicél purposes the effectiveness of Polaris, Poseidon, and
ULMB, tﬁe Navy may be drawing itself into an inter necine
inﬁhr-sgrvice fight, Should this occq;vgﬁé results, in
political if not military terms, coﬁld be counter-
prqﬁuctive. The weaknesses, real, imagined or potential,

i
of ‘the Navy's underseas strategic forces will be pub=-

As Albert Wohlstetter has pointed out,
liciized) / the Navy is likely to find ready friends in the
Coﬁgresg who will only too readily agree that land
baged s§stems are undesirable ~-= only to argue égainst
fuéther%naval forces once the Army and Air Force needs are

beaten back. The ensuing carmage can only do damage

Lok SECRET
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to the political, if not the military impact of naval
strategic forces., Instead, it might make more sense to
concentrate attention on the need for improving certain
chégacteristics of the SSBN force such as command and
co@trol;and improved missile accuracies (stellar inertial
guidance). This would, among other things, reduce some
of the deficiencies currently embodied in the SSBN force,
deficiencies which are especially significant if it is
to-be thought of as a replacement for oﬁr land-based
strateglc forces. In this connection I have raised
Wlth the Strateglc Sub-Committee what seems to me to be
an_1mprec1se focu351ng on what sea-based strategic
offensiﬁe forces are capable of doihg and not doing and
how one ought to think about their mission over the long
run, GClearly they are a deterrent, but to what? Solely
a massive counter value strike against the USSR and
Chiina? ﬁAré their missions other than simple "assumed
destrudtion” to which these forces can be devoted?
Durlng a perlod of nuclear parlty with the USSR, the
deterrence against massive countervalue nuclear usage
may be ‘strong, but is it clear that such deterrence
extends: effectively to more limited nuclear usage?
The political implications of developing the capability
Qé’the?Navy's strategic offensive nuclear forces to

c&htriﬁﬁting to limited nuclear applications (would

irproved Poseidon accuracies raise the first strike

concern?) might warrant examination.

B, LT T T bAoA b el 2 sfardae [T



SECRET
39

h. Technological Advances, As a somewhat related

matter, one wonders whether at least some of the techno-
logical advances in prospect for the Navy cannot be used
toieffect foreign policy advantages. Naval plans for
high speed hydrofoil, sea control ships, use of ocean
surveillance capabilities, etc., might be politically
exploitable if more. thought were given to precisely how
this might be accomplished. One problem which suggests
itself, however, is that the Navy cannot readily adver=-

tise its deficiencies, especially drawing unfavorable

P
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comparisons with the-growing might of the Soviet Navy,
while simultaneously trumpeting its technological superiority,

The question warrants further analysis.

.,u

Siﬁilarly, thought ought to be given to a more ex-

and cooperative programs
tensive interchange/on advanced technology with our allies,

-

Granting the security problems involved there are three

potential advantages to more extensive allied involvement:

sy

a) It m.y improve theix naval capabilities and,
with limited budgets, maximizing the effectiveness of their

forces is important;

L

b) ' We may profit from the interchange, dependlng

-

on how lt% done (it's worth recalling that radar, the
canted deck and other important advances were not ''made
CURE PSR- Jyiy | ol
in‘America'), and; <
“ ¢)? Such interchanges can have, and normally do have,
a large political spin-off, which can be very useful to
5 . .
the Navy and the US in pursulng broader objectives,

"

i.' Navy International Affairs Expertise., In connection

with ali of the foregoing, it might be well for the Navy to

SECRET
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L

assess its own in-house expertise in international
¥ 5 :

relations. The Army in particular (the Air Force

somewhat less so), has for several years had a very

- -

large program for post graduate academic work in inter-
national relations. As a result the Army is equipped

with a large corps of personmel who are able to deal

iﬁ highly sophisticated problems of a politico-military

nature including of the sort suggested here for analysis.
THe Navy's training programs for its officers in inter-

national relations is perhaps worthy of further consider-

a?ion.i
A b
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vice Admiral Richard 6. Colbert, U.S8. Navy
President

Naval War College

Wewport, Rhode Island 02840

And Vale
Dear Admiral Colbert: fb >¢‘ i

As reguested by vour letter of 2 July 1971, I
reviewed the General Dynamics' brochure on the "KATO
Submarine” and asked that our analysis staff critically
examine the concept as well. The results of this
cursory examination are attached.

In general, the concept of a small, conventional
submarine is considered desirable, However, its
tactical utility should not ke compromised for the
sake of simplicity. It might well be desiryable to
minimize ils mission flexibility to obtain a more
effective boat. The major objection of our analysis
staff is the use of the large sail/gas turbine generatoxrs
in the depicted manner,

Sincerely,

Q=

. LUNDY
Captain, U.S8. Navy
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CONEF IDENTIATL A1l paragraphs of this report are classified

CRITIQUE
Genexral Dynamic's

NATO Submarine

fhexe is a market for coastal submarines of the size
proposed by General Dynamics. France has sold a number of
their paphne class to gpain and Portugal., and General Dynamics
has sold a few stretched Mackerel types to Peru. Italy has
recently built a number of coastal subs, as have Sweden,
Norway, Japan, Germany, and Denmark. All of the above are
diesel-electric, all carry only torpedo tubes, and they range
from 350 to 1000 tons standard displacement, The submarine
proposed by General Dynamics would be superior to all of the
above from some aspects but far from optimum in others.
Specific comments on its merits and drawbacks follow,

1. Offensive Capabilities

a, Anti-shipping. The submarine is proposed to be
guieter and faster than current NATO coastal (Med.) subs.
Its BQS-2 sonar is adequate to detect werchant shipping;
however, only 6 asurf torpedoes are provided to kill them,
thereby limiting its capability. With an estimated 2 or 3
shots/kill, this will allow only 2 or 3 attacks before it is
necessary to return to port.

b. aAnti-escort. The proposed weapons for such a mission
include both torpedoes and asurf missiles. Unless the large-
diameter torpedoes are rather sophisticated in nature, such
as the Torpedo Mk 48, their use against a high-speed, maneu-
verable surface target such as a destroyer would be of very
limited valuwe, Anti-destroyver operations with the asurf
missile are also not very promising. ZIts small warhead
implies that a destroyer would likely survive several hits.
Other enemy destroyers would likely take up ASW action, making
it difficult for the sub to close in for a torpedo kill,

attack on a carrier would be possible by missile only, owing
to the denseness of the ASW screening with helos expected to
surround the MOSKVA-class ships. Since the MEOSKVA exists in
only small numbers, harassing attacks (non-kill) may be
worthwhile in reducing its effectiveness., Inter-sub communi-
cation should be provided to make this capsbility greater,
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¢, Anti-submarine. Anti-submarine engagements are most
critically dependent on first detection. If the NATO Submarine
is quieter, as proposed, it should have the advantage. Its
low speed prevents its use in the trailing mission. This
submarine, as proposed, would carry only small (12-3/4-inch
diameter) ASW weapons. Because of present U.S, Navy policy,
this would limit the submarine to the Torpedo Mk 44, essentially
a 30-knot, 60C0-yard weapon, or other NATO ordnances. IFf future
arrangements are made to release the Torpedo Mk 46, the AsSW
effectiveness will be dramatically increased,

2. Defense Capabilities

a, BAnti-air., By moving the charging engines above water,
the designers have transformed its vulnerability to surface and
submarine craft inte a vulnerability to air attack. The sail
will present a radar target and a visual target; but,worst of
all, the engines and exhaust will provide an IR-equipped ASW
aircraft with a beacon. A small IR detector such as that used
in a Sidewinder missile should be able to detect the submarine
at something like 5 nm; a largex aircraft sensor at something
like 20 nm, If attacked by air, the A missiles are too small,
and probably tecc slow, te be of much use. A better defense
would be an emergency dive capability, able to dive in under
five seconds of detecting the oncoming aircraft, along with
sufficient sensors to detect ASW radar emission at 20 nm. The
AA missile may have a good anti-helo capability,

b, Destroyer/Submarine Attack. No anti-torpedo counter-
measures are included in the proposals. If detected, the
submarine would not have the speed to escape nor any way to
hide,

3. Miscellaneous

Propulsion. As noted, the use of gas turbines above the
air/water interface will definitely comprcomise the submarine's
position when in a charging cyecle by visuzl, radar, and infra-
red means. The report notes the use of conventional Jlead-acid
batteries for submerged energy. On the positive side, the gas
Turbine power plant would be smaller, lighter, and more
dependable than a diesel. The use of snorkelling charging
engines with a subsequent reduction in sail size is mandatory.,
The cost/performance dividends possible from the use of more
energetic electrochemical couples should be determined; the
use of silvex-oxide/zinc secondary batteries is an example.
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UDT. The UDT capability would be useful for operations
near enemy harbors and beaches. The submarine is rather large
for that specific mission, but as a secondary capability it
should be excellent,

Iow Noilse., The mounting of the turbines above water as
described does not assure thalt a large fraction of the radiated
noise (at low frequencies) will not proceed down the mountings
and use the submarine hull as a resonant sound emitter, No
special mountings are shown,

Patrol Craft. Small submarines are the ideal ships to
oppose small craft., The patrol craft have negligible sonax
capabilities and are large enough and noisy enough to be fine
targets for asurf missiles, Yet they are small enough to be
sunk, or at least badly damaged, by one hit. ¥f the submarines
can be made cheaply enough, this may be the answer to the osa/
KOMAR threat,

3 CONF'IDENTTIAL
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- Prospective

Chief of Staff -
NG [H ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION
HEADQUARTERS i
OF
THE SUPREME ALLIED COMMANDER ATLANTIC
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA, 23511, U.S.A. REFER TO

. 3 September 1971
Dear Bud,

When I gave you a quick debrief of my trip through Europe, you
asked for a written report as a "check off list of recommendations'.
Because I worked closely with Rivets Rivero as senior naval advisor
to General Goodpaster, in connection with all of my meetings with
NATO naval leaders in the seven countries visited, I wanted to clear
my report with him before submitting it. I have received his thoughts
and have tried to reflect his views, I have also, of course, shown
the report to Admiral Duncan who generally concurs. The report is
attached.

You will note that my conclusions and recommendations are
all consistent with and support, and in some cases expand on the
conclusions and recommendations of the Newport Study,

In short, it is clear to me, if we are to get our naval allies
to do more in the ASW/Sea Control area, there are certain basic
steps that are essential:

a2, Using the Seapower Symposium as an initial step -ona
navy to navy basis - to elicit ways and means of expanding national
naval capabilities and utilizing them on a multinational/regional
basis to cope with the threat to our worldwide sea LOCs.

b. Eliminating the McNamara/McNaughton policy of downgrading

NATO navies and establishing a new U.S, policy at the top level of
NATO which would support expanded national naval (ASW/Sea Control)
capabilities for our allies; this might best be done by the U, S.
Secretary of Defense at an early NATO Ministerial Meeting.

c. Istablishing within the JCS the fact that the shift in the
balance of the threat has been to seaward, and that MAP allocations
to strengthen allied naval forces need to reflect this.

d. Convincing the Congress, by a major joint State-Defense
effort, that a "new look'" at military assistance is essential if the
Nixon Doctrine to persuade our allies to carry a heavier burden at
sea is to be viable,



K\

My trip debriefings to State (Assistant Secretary Marty Hillebrandt
and the various European and NATO desk officers) and Defense (Deputy
Assistant Secretary John Morse and the ISA European area people)
seemed to be extremely well received, I am more than ever convinced
that the Newport Study (in its worldwide approach) should be presented
to Defense and to State as soon as feasible. I believe it should best be

done by your personal staff in your name, with appropriate help from
the Naval War College,

Sincerely,

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U,S, Navy

Admiral E, R, Zumwalt, Jr., U, 8, Navy
Chief of Naval Opcrations

The Pentagon

Washington, D, C, 20350
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Subj: Trip report of VADM R, G. Colbert - Europe,
12-29 July 1971 (Italy, Greece, Turkey, Belgium,
W. Germany, UK and Portugal)

Ref: Joint State/Defense message 080209Z July State
122263, Nixon Doctrine, AD-70, ¥C 14/3, MC 85-70,
DOD Blue Ribbon Panel Supplementary Report on the
Shifting Balance of Military FPower

I, Purpose

-

1. To call on the Chiefs of Naval Service of indicated
countries as President of the Naval War College (NAVWARCOL)
and as representative of the CNO, to extend a personal
{nvitation to the Second International Seapower Symposium
to be held at the NAVWARCOL in November 1971 and discuss
the scope of that agenda. To be briefed as prospective
Chief of Staff, SACLANT, and to explore the concept of
navies of NATO countries taking a greater role in multi-
national maval arrangements (comparable to STANAVFORLANT)
with a view to implementing the partnership principle of
the Nixon Doctrine, enhancing the NATO alliance image,
and effecting better surveillance and ASW. operations
vis~a-vis Warsaw Pact Navies.

IT. Summary

2. All navies of the seven NATO countries vislited
were deeply concerned about Soviet naval expansion and
comprehended the importance of further developing theilr
capabilities to counter the threat, particularly the
submarine and surface to surfacefair to surface missile
threat posed by Warsaw Pact navies. However, they all
made clear that they are committed to capacity and would
need additional assets to take on substantially expanded
roles. Navies visited were obviously in an inferior
position (shared in most cases by their sister air

forces) in relationship to the Armies of countries concerned.

Therefore, any movement for expanding national naval
capabilities and any development of a national awareness

of the neced to increase the naval share of the military
budget in each country must be stimulated from outside
(e.g., at the NATO Ministerial level and at the top U.S5.
level by a clear statement of U.5. policy and a substantial
increase in U.S. military assistance for sea control
forces.) The NAVWARCOL Seapower Symposium can play a majorxr
role not only in examining the possibilitieces of multi-
national regional naval arrangements on a navy to navy
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level, but also in exploring the best approaches to the
national leadership in cach of the nations Lo gain support
for an expanded naval and ASW air effort., Very importantly
the MceNamara/dMeNaughtion policy to downgrade navies of NATO
nations on the argument that Lhey are unnecessary luxurios
and that the U,S, Navy will control the seas needs correction
al the highest NATO ministerial level., Of cqual importance
is the necd to establish within the JCS arena the shift in
Lhe balance of the threat to scaward and need for increased
Navy MAP allocations for our allies to increase their
capubilities at sea. Finally, the Departments of State andg
Defense clearly must join together and make a herculean
effort to persuade Congress to the important need for a
"New Look" at military assistance, if the Nixon Doctrine
of partnership in mutual Security is to be viable.

III, Highlights

A. Rome

1. The Italian Chief of Naval Staff, Vice Admiral
Roselli-Lorenzini, felt strongly that preparations should
be made to shift COMNAVSOUTH HQ from Malta to Raples in
order to bring psychological pressure to bear on DOM MINTOFF
(CINCSOUTH concurs on the move to Naples for sound reasons
of Command and Control, but doubted that it would have the desired
effect on MINTOFF, as events have proven).

2. The Ifalians were concerned that the U, S.
would not afford NATO consultation with respect to
bilateral US/USSR talks on Rules of Engagement at Seca.
Assurances were given that the U.5. would consult with
NATO allies before making any conmittment, (The American
Ambassador to Rome, Graham Martin, later confirmed that
the U.S. would consult with allies. The timing of
consultation is, a sensitive issue with Italians).

3. The Italian Chief of Defense Staff {General
Marchesi) ecxpressed deep concern over the potential for
a communist power grab from within Italy and-said the
Italian military would not stand by and let it happen
(this raiscs the cleaxr possibility of far right reactien
to communist/leftist domestic gains in ITtaly) !

4. The STANAVFORMED concept Gupported by CINCSOUTH)
was viewed by the Italians as good conceptually, but
they argued it would overstretch their present resources.
However, with the suggestion of the possibilicty of”anh_
add-on of an SSH to the force for ASW training, the
Italians expressed sudden interest., (Admiral Rivero is
also anxious to get nuclear attdek sub services for ASW

2 SECRET Norory
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tralning). Italians (and later the CGreeks and Turks)
scemed to welcome the idea of a STANAVFORLANT demon-—
stration visit to the Hed.

5. The Italian Navy appreciated the need for
increased surveillance ops against soviet subs, but
begged lack of resources and little influence on national
budget to increase resources, Here again, only external
help from the top level of NATO and U.S. government could
give them necessary support to fight for adequate
funding 1in their national forum.

6. The Italian Navy wants an 1necreased URG
capability dincluding a moderate size oiler. (CINCSOUTH
strongly concurs in adcequate URG capabilities - for all
smaller NATO navies - to make them more self-~sufficient
logistically, able to conduct sustained operations and
expand thelr deploymenlts out of area; finally, to be able
to provide emergency fuel supplies for SIXTHFLT).

7. The Ttalian Navy is "Sponsor" of the Algerian
Navy for training of cadets. The Italians asked about
Yugoslavian Navy, with which they are becowming more
friendly, Dbeing invited to Scapower Symposium. They
believe it dimportant that they maintain contact "for
the west" with such marginal countries.

8. Interest was shown Iin Italy, and elsewhere we
visited, in the Frece World Frigate concept.

B. Athens

1. Malta - the CGreeks were not as sensitive as
the Italians to this proeblem. Greeks doubted utility of
Malta in general war where it could be quickly neuvtralized,
but appreciated important impact of USSR gaining control
of harbor facilities in cold war as major naval base, etc.

2. Suez Canal - Med countries in opinion of
Vice Admiral Margaritis, Chief of Naval Staff, Hellenic
Navy, lhave adjusted economically to the closifg of Suez.
Opening would be of great strategic advantage to USSR -
particularly for access to the Indian Oeean. (CINCSOUTH
concurs).

3. Greek Navy also is resource-limitcd and in
inferlor position vis-a-vis Army. Greceks strongly advocate
NATO common {fundiung ~- particularly for fuel. (It was
later found there is little suppoert at SACEUR 1Q for this
position because the NATO budget cowmittee rejects it).

3 . SECRET NOFORN
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4. GCreeks feel there is clear significance and
need to increase theilr capability to conduct survelllance
ops of major Russian fleet anchorages to east and west
of Crete. Coast watchers and fishing vesscls could be
used for surveillance of Soviet naval ops in Aegean/Ionian
area but need radio equipment, according to Greeks.

5., The Greek Navy "sponsors" the Libyan mnavy
in the field of education/training of cadets -- similar
to Italian sponsorship of Algerian Navy. Creeks believe
it dimportant politically that they nurture their Libyan
relationship at this time.

6. Greek Navy has short legs - needs AO0 and URG
capability. It also requires extensive modernization to
enhance effectiveness of both ships and MPA.

7. CINCSOUTH is interested in breaking down "national
area boundary" fixation of Med navies. Italians are
most pliable; Greeks consider Aegean to be "their Sea";
Turks want eastern half of Aegean as their area. CINCSOUTH
has made progress in gebting Greek and Turk navies to
work together harmoniously by alternating command of
WTACEX'S" encompassing Aegean/Ionian seas. By avoiding
"hlack and white' paper agreements - and working informally
he has done a masterful politico-military job of bringing
the Greeks and Turks together at sea.

_8;_-Restriction5 on U.S. military sales to Greece
have forced them to seck military hardware from Germany
and especially France, which is "out to sell’ arms to
anyone, according to Greelk sources.

C. Aﬁkara

1. The Turkish Navy is sharply focused on Black
Sea operations and control of the straits. (CINCSOUTH
pointed to Turkish reluctance to operate outside
"houndaries" but cited progress that had been made as
noted above in paragraph I1I.B.7.).

2. Admiral Eyicecoglu, Turkish Chief of Naval
Staff, cited advantage of additional minelayers for
controlled mines, although claimed could close Straits
in 24 hours with current capabilities. (This was later
questioned by the Pirst Sea Lord in London) . (As indicated
in sub-paragraph H.1U., CINCSOUTH feels that TurKish Navy
must be strengthened to insure closure of straits.)
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3. The Turkish Navy is vetlatively oplimistic
about capability teo increase naval forees (personned
strength), Cited DE hailding prograom in aun yard as
important symhbol of increased naval potential,  Tarkish
Navy still very inferior to Army in n:llnndi mititory
picture and this has been abetted by U.&50 8AP priervitios
which allocate only 10-13% to Navy 10qu1|nmnntf Turks,

as Greeks would like to see Pxpdndcd NATO cemmon fund1nu

‘4. The Turkish Chief of Naval Staff made various
references to underwater detection gear (in one c¢ase slluding
to ITASS need in Med),

i

B American fmbassy officiala in Anlcira do not _
appear to e seapower ovienbed, Thal 1s, thoy onpeoe W\}Av Wiwhh
Flaot visits to Totanbal on Lhe avgueenl Hheb "omibert dd plewaey?

is obnoluetn, without appreclation of tho fhoel Kt Lho U.ii [ 3
dynamically oxpanding its influence Ln tLhe Ied by aen (oelng .
fgunhoat diplemacy™) on an acceleratoed nnd acprasedve hasly, !

!

6, In subsequent digcansstonn of the Inloerfor
posdition of the Turkisnh Havy and Air Force, ciresoori
agrceed that there was need te re-exawmine JO§ Havy and
Alr (ASW) MAY prioritles for these countrics and cop-
currently reverse the MéNamava/Heldanghton pofixvxﬂlh
argued that expenditures on small navies were an "unduce
diversion" from more nceded ground Force strenpth and
assumed that the U.S8. Havy would handle all problems ot
sea for NATO, ' :

D. Casteau and Brussels

1. General Goodpaster expresseod full appreciation
of the threa® of Warsaw Pact scaprwey and the need For HATQO
navies to vedress the halance at son, particadarly in the
defense of shipping areca. lle is particularl- concerned
about the views expreused by the USH and Alijcd Navnl
leaders that NATO navies will be wnable o adeguate |y
protect the wvital sca L0C's belwenen Horth Ames g and
Europe. He 1s concernud as to what will hagppen to his
theater stocks = how they will he lopt up when the U540
might mount sub/missile attacks or (hisg vital Loc,
According to Captain Lill Read, 1, feneral Coodpastop!?
sepior aide, the Genernl discusse! this matlicr with
Admiral Zumwalt. The tencral is alse concerndd abonl (5o
survivability/availability of Fovces at sea Loy unval
support of the land battle on the [lanks anud in Lhe center,
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2. General Goodpaster discounts the view expressed
by some members of the SACEUR staff that war with USSR
will be a short one (less than a week)., And if it were
short he is not convinced that it would be to the allied
advantage,

3. Sccretary General Brosio and Genceral Goodpaster
conceive naval power as an essential factor in the military
powey equation, not to the exclusion of other forms of
military power, but certainly duc its proper assessment
and weight in light of the Soviet's burgeoning power at
sea.

4. Secrectary General Brosio expressed concern about the
election outcome in Iceland where he considers the situation more
vital than Malta.

2. SACEUR Staff members were not optimistic
about common funding which smaller navies (Italy, Greece,
Turkey) seek being approved by NATO Military Budget
Committee., The Budget Committee has repeatedly said that
except in certain particular situations {(e.g., Special
unscheduled operations and transportation foxr the AMF)
navies have to fund their own consumables (Ffuel, food,
ammo) and personnel. The basic problem is that NATO
infrastructure does not support mobile forces.

6. At staff level in SACEUR, request was made
(Commander Wainwright, RN) for greater degree of Staff
level coordination in development of plans between
SACLANT and SACEUR. Evidently there has been some lack
of coordination in development of Maritime Air Contingeney
plans. This general coordination theme was raised again
by Major General Sleecuw, Dutch MilRep, Major General
Von Butlecr, FRG MilRep, and by SACLANTREPEUR. The latte
advocates designation of members of both SACEUR and '
SACLART staff for interchange roles. Greater planning
cooperatlion would be fostered and in time of * emergency
an immediate staff exchange could take place to provide
operations cooxdination.

7. U.5. NATO major thrust is for German Navy
to move to "blue water'" in North Sca, Norwegian Sea and
Atlantic, While making a strong case, there is significant

political opposition, including AMEMB Bonn.

L. Ostend

1. The appearance of the USKN ships at the Belgian
Naval Review, USS TAUSSIC and USS BARTLEY, was gsmart. It
was favorably commented upon by senior forelpn offlcials
present, (Raval Attache Brussels sent Admilral Zumwalt

a message on this subject.) 6 SECRET NOFORN
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9. The Belgians cxpresscd doubt that it would be
politically acceptable to encourage German Navy operations
in the ¥orth Sea/Atlantic, The Dutch and UK are apparently
both still sensitive to this emotional issue; and current
German strategic considerations to expand thalr operations
reflect hesitation because of the residual antipathy
of theilr allies.

T. Bonn

1. According to Chief Navy Section MAAG (Captain
0liver Hallett), German Navy {g not in as good a shape
as some of us would 1ike to think, due to lack of middle
management resulting from the 11 year hiatus in naval
training after WWIL. .-

2. The German Chief of Naval Staff, Vice Admiral
Jeschonnek, said that the Cerman Minister of Defense was
leaning more towaxrd Navy and is considering a Haval
stratepgy that encompasses North Sea as well as Baltic
roles, putting missile boats/hydrofoils in Baltiec and
larger ships (3 DDG and 4 large DD's) in North fHea.
¥.S. Embassy obscrvation on Minister of Defense is that
he is politdcally ambitious "and viliews his present job

as an 'albatross'".

3. Resentment in Germany against the military
continues, (blamed for disastrous consequences of WWI and
WWIT.) Makes enlarging scope of Navy roles and capabilities
(and those of other serviees) a very touchy political
subject. U.S5. domestic proposal and popular support
for draft elimination impinges on German civilian thought
too, and-could question TFRG natlional service.

4. Chief MAAG cited the security overclassification
problem in selling naval weapons to Gexman Navy. (He
pointed out problem of Standard nissile specifications
and break-track component of ULQ-6 ECM gear.)

5. VADM Zimmerman {reputed to be next Chief
of Defense Staff) questioned U.S. effort to sell Standard
to FTRG as S§/S missile comparable to Exocet. Strongly
supports latter for FRG because of extra range, Mo
requirement for constant illumination, etc.

6. Vice Admiral Colbert's idea that an increase
in MPA capability of Cerman Navy would not ruffle sensitive
political feathers of NATO allies, as would substantial
jncerease in ships/subs deployed to blue waters, generated
some support with U.S. officials.

7 SECRET NOFORN
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7. There is a clear neced in German Navy for
better URG capability for sustained operations. This
is particularly pertinent if operations into the North
Sea, Norwegian Sea and Atlantic are to be carried out,

8. MAAG's evaluation of Gexman Navy capability
for aggressive at sea operations is not high.

G. London

1. The First Sea Lord, Admiral Sir Michael
Pollock, voiced strong antipathy to German naval expansion
into the Atlantic. Highly emotional! He was also very
concerned about the idea of German representation in
SACLANT Staff. .- .

2. The TFirst Sca Lord was not encouraging with
respect to his own participatlon in the Seapowey Symposium.
He has been long scheduled to be in the Med. Understand
privately he wmay nominate Admiral Sir Horace Law, RN,
Commander in Chief, Naval Home Command, PIlag Officer
Portsmouth and First and Principal Alde de Camp to the
Queen and/or Admiral E. D. Ashmore, RN, CINCWESTERNTLT,
CINCEASTLANT and CINCHAH.

3, The First Sea Lord was pessimistic that
democracies will stay the course and be willing to devote
necegsary resources Lo counter Soviet expansion at sea.
lHowever, he believes wr must do all possible to. get
the threat message through to political leaders so they
appreciate the risks being taken.

H. Néples
1. Admiral Rivero indicated support for various

initiatives diescussed with Italian, Greek , and Turkish
naval authorities.

2. He supports STANAVFORMED and thinks NAVOCHMED
might well form the basls for transition to something
like STANAVFORMED.

3. He wants more SSN's to operate with NATO navies
in ASW.

4. He agrees that we should internationalize- ITASS
to widen its use and at the same time reduce load on USN.
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a. lle thoroughly ugrees that military assistance
priorities and material) priorities should be reviewed
in light of the expanded Soviet submarine and missile
thriat, Uoncurred in two-pronged approach:

1). wvia JCS - for review of militury assistance
allocations,

2). wvia NATO - to generate external influence
in support of cfforts in national arenas to increase
naval capabilities.

6. He udvocates more oilers for small navies in
Med (as noted previously in this paper).

7. He believes U.S, overclassifies security infor-
mation to the detriment of the relationships with our allies,

8. OUpening Suez - While not affecting Med situation
substantially, he feels it would be most advantageous to
Russians for their access to the Indian Ocean and Red Sea.

9. He supports move of NAVSOUTH 110 to Naples from
Malta as being better {rom a command and control vicw,
irrespective of current political problem,

10. He feels that with respect to closing the straits it
is important to provide for defense against amphibious landings in
the Black Sc# by emphasizing Turkish Navy submarine roles to include
attack on amphibious forces at sea and mining of Warsaw Pact ports
from which amphibious ops could be mounted; further that FPB attacks
on forces in the vicinity of objective arcas and mining of such areas
would be most important, He would give high priority to provision of
2 U.S, fast minclayers, offered by Adiniral Zumwalf, plus necessary
sub laid mincs and training. In addition he recommends modern
artillery for straits contireol, modern detection equipment for straits
entrance and provision of at least onc additional ming planter.

1. He concurs with VADM Colbert that there is urgent need
for a major State/Defense selling program with Congress on a need for
a "new look' al military assistance. Clearly the Nixon Doctrine not
viable, cannotl "sail" unless there is substantial help available to
smaller allies we are asking to do more,

I. Lisbhon - e

l. American Ambassador-Knight brought out that $150, 600
is needed to rehabilitate an oceanographic ship as part of the "price”
for Azoves agreement, Ile indicated that arrangements were stalled
in ISA/Navy/State, (RADM's Dehrens and Sinall indicate 1hat this 1s
now “on frack").
e S« TR S [TV L 2 A L M B R
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2. Portuguesc preoccupation with African problem (large
part of budget ~ 45%) detracts from the resources its Navy can
allocate to NATO commitments.

3. The importance of IBERLANT sca area as main choke
point for world oil sea LOC's is growing daily.

4, Of interest is fact revecaled that Germans contribute
substantial MAAG aid to Portugucse and have significant bilateral
plans involving Por tugal in war times (latter of higher classification).

5. Portuguese have great enthusiasm for STANAVFORLANT
and may well participate on a continuing basis, making them eligible
for Command on the present rotational basis,

6. Major restriction on Portuguese ability to expand is
limited potfential for technicians (reflects lack of education). Same
applies to Turkey.

- 7. Portuguese could do more in MPA - attractive because
numbers of highly trained personnel not as great as for ships.

IV. Conclusions

1. All the Chiefs of Navy visited indicates their intentions to
attend the Scipower Symposium except the British and Portuguese
who had irrevocable committments for the time concerned. Indi-
cations are that latter will nominate senior officer at "Vice Chief level”
to represcnt them. '

2. NATQO navies perceive the need to meet the Soviet sea threat,
but they are in an inferior position nationally vis-a-vis armies, and
would need sirong external assistance from U, S, and NATO at high
level to support any significant expansion of capabilities and participation
ina STANAVIORMED, Their requivements include modernization,
expansion in numibers of ships and aircraft and an extensive program
of education and {raining.

3. Not only are NATO navies (and to some extent air forces) in
an inferior position vis-a-vis armics but there is a pervasive reluctance
on a political leve) in NATO countrics to support increased military
funding of any kind.

V, Recommendations (which support and supplemoent those of the’
Newport Study)

. We should structure the NAVWARCOL Seccond Scapower Symposium
( November 197) so that it highlights the
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shifting balance of power at sca, and becomes a forum

for developing idcas on how to gain requisite national
support in each nation to strengthen their own capabilities
and achieve greater overall NATO sea control capabilities
(including maritime air); this in order to redress the
balance of power at sca in NATO and insure its vital

sea lines of communications.

2. We should form a task force in OpNav to develop
a coordinated program to progressively implement the steps
necessary to strengthen allied navies. This program should
include, but not be limited to:

a. Working closely with the Naval War College to
develop plans for the Seapower Symposium, including drafting
major addresscs and the structuring of the discussion arecas
for the geographical committees, in support of the goals
described in para V.1, ahove.

b. Prepare supporting documentation to enable
SecDef to make the shifting balance of power at sea his
major address at an early NATO ministerial meecting with
the goal of clearing the air on the former McNamara/
McMaughton policy on navies and getting top level NATO
political support for expansion of natienal naval capa-
bililties.

c. Mount a comprehensive review of security
requirements with respect to bhardware and publications
needed by NATO allies with a view to increasing the release
of information (based on realistic estimates of how
much we hurt our own cause by withholding information
from allies who are bound by agreements to assist the
U.S. in its forward strategy apgainst the Soviet Union.)

d. Develop, in concert with appropriate NATO
Staffs, a Warsaw Pact naval threat analysis (submarine
and missile) and based thercon review U.S. and Allied
Naval and Maritime Air requirements to meet the Bloc
challenge at sea. Prepare appropriate recommendations
for the JCS. HMAP support recommendations would be an
outgrowth of this effort.

¢, In light of French, British and other dynamic
programs Lo sell military ecquipment, examine U.S., position
on expunding military sates and document case for
expansion, particularly in light of our serious baluance
of payment problem, I
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f. Develep a propram to enlarge the foreolgn
naval exchange and tralning programs. Councurrently,
determine where allies can, with USHN assistance, increase
their lialson and training programs with the vnavies of
"fringe" countries with whom U.S. cannot deal direcctly.
{Such as cadet training programs of Ttaly and Greece
with Algeria and Libya, respectively.)

g. Examine the possibility of relcase of TTASS
to NATO navies in order to cenhance allied ASW capabilities

against Soviet subs in Mediterranean without expanding
USN committment.

h., Examine the possibility of making the maximum
number of SSNs (ecarly models) available for NATO exercise
purposes in order to improve the capability of NATO navies
in operating against nuclear subs, recognizing the importance
of this as an inducement to wider ASW operations. Expedite
the concept of "masking" to avoid compromise of acoustic
signaturecs.

1., Examine requirements of HATO navies for URG
ships in order to increase thelr logistic scli-guflficiency
and expand thelr ocpervational capalilitics., Consideration
should be given to fact that maintenance of URGs by .
other WATO navies will provide USN ships with strategically
located emergency replenishment resources at low cost.

4. -Review all factors, politico-military and
military, involving a shift of COMNAVSOUTH Headquarters
from Malta to Naples to achieve better command and
control.

k. Develop an operational concept for greatly
increcased surveillance operations against USSR fleet
units in the Mediterrancan using, inter-alia, such
ancillary capabilities of NATO allies as theg Greck
fishing fleet and coastal watching stations (estimate
of additional communication equipunent requirement should
also be made). -
1. Examine all possibilities leading to NATO common
funding for operationazl (fucl) costs for smaller navies
employed in ASW surveillance requested by NATO commanders.,

m, Analyze the capability of the Turkis)-Navy to

close the Black Sea Straits, and develop a U.5, position in
support of Admiral Rivero as outdined in sub-paragraph H,10,
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. n. Determine the extent to which the maritime patrol air
assets of NATO navies, in particular Germany and Portugal, could
be increasaed to assist in meeting the Warsaw Pact submarine threat.

3. Support CINCSOUTH in his cfforts to transition NAVOCMED
into STANAVIFORMED. Examince the possibility with SACLANT of
deploying STANAVFORIANT as a visiting demonstration force in
the Mediterranecan to urge this concept on the political lecadership
of nations involved.

4, Consider the possibility of inviting Yugoslavia to the
Seapower Symposium.

5. While the OpNav task force referred to in paragraph 2. above
would initially be focused on the NATO area, it might well later widen
its efforts to encompass the worldwide ASW/Sca Control problem in
implementation of the Newport Study, This task force would work closely
with ISA and Stale in further development and refinement of the Newport
Study as it would apply Lo various regional ASW/Sea Control arrangements.
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- PRINCIPALS VISITED -

_Rome. .

General Enzo Marchesi - Chief of Staff, Defense

Admiral Giuseppe Roselli-Lorenzini - Chief of Waval Staff
Ambassador Graham A. Martin -~ U.S. Ambassador ITtaly =
Captain G.W. €ogswell, USN - Naval Attache

Athens.

Captain D. Stamoulis ~ Acting President Greek Naval War
College

~Vice Admiral K. Margaritis - Chief of Naval Staff

Mojor
Lt.

Mr. Robert M. Brandin - Deputy Chief of Mission, American
, Embassy Greece

Captain Bono, USN - Naval Attache

Captain J. Hitchcock, USN - Chief Navy Section, MAAG

Ankara.

Major General Edward C.D. Scherrer, USA - Chief JUSMMAT
Rear Admiral Walter N. Dietzen, Jr., USN - Chief Navy
Section, JUSMMAT

Deputy Chiof of Staff, Turkish General Staff

Admiral Eyiceoglu - Commander in Chlef, Turkish Naval
Forces Command

Mr. Robert B. Hill '~ - Acting Deputy Chief of Mission
' American Embassy Turkey

Captain F.L. Boushee,USN - Naval Attache

Casteau (SHAPE) ,

Rear Admiral J. LeBourgeois, USN - Deputy Assistant Chief
. : of Staff for Plans and Policy, SACEUR
General llorace Wade, USA - Chief of Staff, SACEUR
General Andrew J. Goodpaster, USA - SACEUR
| . .
Brussels (NATO).

4
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Rear Admiral Edward H. Van Rees - SACLANTREPEUR

Lieutenant General Theodore Milton, USAF - Deputy Chairman
. Military Committee and U.S. Representative

Military Committee

General Johannes Steinhoff - Chairman Military Committee

Mr. George Vest - Acting Permancnt Representative NAC

lonorable Manlio Brosio - Secretary General NATO

General Sleceuw ~ Netherland Military Representative

General von Butler - FRG Military Representative

Mr. Ralph Earle - Defense Advisor U.S. Mission NATO --

Ambassador John Eiscnhower ~ U.S. Ambassador Belgium

Rear Admiral J. Shanahan, USN - USH Representative NATO
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6. Ostend, Belgium,

Commodofe Leon Lurquin ~ Chief of Maval Staff
Captain E. Paskins, Vice Chief of Naval Staff

7. Bonn.

Minister Frank E. Cash, Jr. - Deputy Chief of Mission
_ e - American Embassy Germany
“Vice Admiral Gert Jeschonnek - Chief of Staff, German
. - Navy
Rear Admiral Heinz Kuhnle - (Chief of Staff designate)
peputy Chief of Staff, German
Navy
~ -Captain G.F. Gauthier, USN - Naval Attache, Bonn
Captain 0. Hallett, USN - Chief Navy Section, MAAG

LN

8. Nagies.

Admiral H. Rivero, USH —~ CINCSQUTH
Captain Merle M. Hershey, USN - Deputy Chief of Staff
- Operations, CINCSOUTH

9}' Portugal.

Ambassador R.B. Knight - U.S. abasgador Portugal
Admiral Fernande Ornelas T Vasconcelos - Chief Portuguese
_ Naval staff
Vice Admiral Sequeira Araunjo - pPirector Portuguese Naval
War College
Rear Admiral E. B. Fluckey -~ COMIBERLANT
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17 September 1971

Vice Admiral Richard G. Colbert, U.S. Navy
Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic Fleet
Norfolk, Virginia 23511

Dear Admiral Colbert:

My purpose in writing is to forward the enclosed article written by Professor
Jun Tsunoda, a political advisor to the Liberal Democratic Party, who asked
that it be sent to you. You may remember that Professor Tsunoda was the
author of the series of articles on the Imperial Japanese Navy I sent to you
last year and which were subsequently forwarded to Professor Tuleja. I
believe Professor Tsunoda wants you to have his article due to his belief in
your expertise in international politics and interest in Japan.

I regret I was unable to meet you last February after my return to the United
States. Spencer and I visited Newport but you were on leave at the time. I
subsequently got the opportunity to return to Japan to actually write my
thesis there. I then got involved with Rear Admiral Julian Burke, Commander
Naval Forces Japan who sucessfully got my orders as a student in the Command
and Staff course changed (I was a little tired of school after three years),
I am now assigned as political advisor at CNFJ which is fine as long as I cannot
be at sea, If I can now get designated as a career specialist Japan and get
an agsignment for a2 sea tour on one of the destroyers to be homeported here
following this job, everything will be fine., As for the thesis itself, Naval
Institute Proceedings and 1SS London are presently reviewing it; Naval War
College Heview has indicated they will publish a small excerpt in December,

I hope you enjoy the enclosed article and wish you well in your new most
challenging assignment, Admiral,

Very respectfully,

R (o>

Lieutenant Commander, U.S. Navy

ICDR J. E. AUER, USN
Commander Naval Forces Japan (N 36)
FPO Seattle 98762



29 September 1971

Dear Jim,

Many thanks for your letter of 17 September and the
article written by Professor Tsunoda. W%hile I have not had
a chance to read it in detail, I have glanced through it
and believe I have his thrust. It brought back memories.

When I was on the Policy Plamming Council at State,one
day I was given the miseion by Walt Rostow (passed on by
Secretary Rusk) to come up with a concept for an MLF for Asia.
Needless to say I was taken aback! After much agonizing
appraisal, I came up with a concept which, believe it or mot
after you have read it, created quite a bit of interest.
walt, and a number of others on the Inter-Agency Planning
Group at that time, thoumght it had real merit. If nothing
else, it was considered ingenious.

The only resson the paper was classified Secret was
that it was generated in the State Department. The paper
was written without reference to classified material.

Because of that, and considering the fact that it was written
in 1963-1964, it should be declassiffed by now.

The last time I waw Walt he mentioned the paper as one
that particularly intrigued him.

I would be interested in your thoughts.

Sincerely,

R. G. COLBERT
Vice Admiral, U. S. Ravy

P.S. Congratulations on the new job. While you missed C&S
at this time, do plan to attend either it or Naval
Warfare (or both) in the years ahead.

LCDR J. E. Auer, USN
Commander Naval Forces Japan (N-36)
FPO Seattle 98762
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Throughout the 19608 the predominant fact of inter-
national politics was the co-existence of two superpowers,
who vastly surpassed all other states in their material
capacities, global commitments and conventional and nuclear
military power. In & strategic sense these conditions still
persist, with the United States and the Soviet Union deve-
loping the nuclear capabilities appropriate to maintaining
the "balance of power" between themselves., Because any
execution of a general nuclear war involving the second-
strike capabilities would inevitably result in annihilation
of both powers, & policy of mutual deterrence entailing
striet self-control on the part of both superpowers has
come to prevail as the critical key to "peaceful co-exis-
tence",

The superpowers remain as the only truly global powers,
with their interests and capabilities extending to every
region of the world and in this sense balance between them
does constitute a global peace. However, because of recently
demonstrated incapacities of the superpowers to control
all conflicts arising in the world the nature and timing
of their intervention have increasingly been becoming matters
of uncertainty. Not all contlicts are critical to the global
peace between the superpowers. Rather the changing priorities
of the United States and the Soviet Union will define the
parameters of the balance. Now, quite clearly, global peace
is not identical with world peace. “he multipolar world that
has consequently come into being has raised the possibility
for regional conflict which can occur without affecting so
much the bipolar strategic balance and which may sometimes
involve the active participation of one or other of the super-
powers.

Vietnam provides the most clear-cut example, but similar
logic applies also to the problem of West European strategy.

A security "gap" does exist becuuse of the ditfterent boundaries
of global peace and world peace, These poundaries, which are
determined in ad hoc fashion by the superpowers, has raised new
strutegic problems for all other states, especially for those
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with growing regional interests, On the one hand, & passive
and defensive superpower can tolerate in easy Or uneasy con-
science the break-down of peace in a region of the world so
long as the balance with the other superpower remains much
untouched. On the other hand, an active and offensive super-
power can threaten or actively intervene in a region and
endeavor to insulate this action from global balance. Ever
since the Soviet Union has had substantial deployment of ICBM's
the threat against the Furopean region has been a central issue
of the strategic calculus and one which de Gaulle Pressed as a
critical test of American nuclear guarantee. On the purely
strategic level it proved very ditfticult to provide absolutely
credible assurences that the United States was prepared to
sacrifice, say, New York or Washington, in order to deter the
Soviet Union from attacking, say, London and Paris. To he sure,
the unique wed of political, economic and cultural ties anchored
in the NATO served to vitiate = these concerns, but it was the
emergence of the French torce de irappe and her concreve military
measures that evolved that have produced a remarkable strategic
mix intended to bridge the gep between regional interests and
the bipolar halance.

The eritical dimension of those arrangements that were worked
out from the NATO side within the context of the Western alliance
under American leadership were: firss, Physical deployment of
American and West European combat troop and necessary tactical
air support has served not only as a strict deterrent to Soviet
and East European forces, but has merged regional and global
strategic interests; secondly, actual deployment of the American
tactical nuclear arms tor use by both Americun and iwest European
troops hus rurther worked to make iaentical American ana European
strategic interests by raising the threat that an outbreak of
regional war will escalate inio the tull-scale sTtrategic nuclear
exchange between the two superpowers.

Despite these elements of the NaT0 strategic arrangements
and the high priority the United States Pluces on west Burope
(the Nixon voctrine notwithstanding), the possibility ot Soviet
moves to test that credibility ot American guarantee can not
entirely be ruled oul und, 80, remains a very real probiem in the
8Irateégic situation of the present-day Europe, It is just
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here intvo which the French force de frappe enters. What
de Gaulle and his followers have been intending amounts to
the establishment by force of arms an independent deterrence
of France not on global basis buton a regional one., Indeed
the French conception of "multilateral" deterrence is seen
a8 not imcompatible with the American deterrence but rather
to be additional and complementary to it in that it pre-
supposes the existence of protective wing of American global
deterrence. Substantially speaking it intends nothing but
to make American credibility doubly sure on the one hand and
to make Soviet calculation doubly insecure on the other (1),

Anyway, the present nuclear force of France, together
with that of Great Britain, stands essentially as a regional
deterrent against the Soviet Union and both of them are ulti-
mately coupled with the global deterrent cepability of the
American nuclear forces. If the scheduled expansion of the
French nuclear force proceeds on time, by 1976 & significant
"junior" deterrent consistingof six French and British sub-
marines armed with Polaris-~type missiles will further insure
that any regional security will have a nuclear dimenssion—-—-
thereby tying still more tightly American and West European
security interests and further deterring Soviet action.
To be sure, the acrimonious history of French-American dia-
logue concerning the issue of the French nuclear armement
8till raises & fundamental political obstacle, but in the
shifting strategic conditions of the post-Vietnam era basic
prineiples of the past decade might well be reviewed and
reappralised once again. Moreover, & new arrangement of this
kind would be fully in keeping with the recent suggestions
of the present American Secretary of Defense: ".,. in deterring
theater nuclear war the United States also has primary res- '
posibility but certain of our allies are able to share this
responsibility by virtue of their own nuclear capabilitiea™ (2).
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To what extent can the logic of this Buropean strategy
of deterrence be applicable in the Far East? The strategic
situations in Europe and Asile are similar in that both of them
ultimately depend on the stability provided by the condition
of mutual deterrence between the two superpowers. However,
the differences are far more striking. PFirst of all, the
credibility of America's commitment is open to far more doubt
regarding Asia so far as the Nixon Doctrine envisages a cut-
back and ultimately the withdrawel of American troops from
the Asian meinland, Furthermore, the American alliance system
in that region is & patchwork affair, lacking the coherent
and comprehensive commitment involved in the NATO. Secondly,
the Chinese nuclear threat against equal or less powers in
Asia is far nmore plausible than Soviet threats to Europe and
there is no regionel nuclear force of the sort which France
and Great Britain could form in order to provide strategic
incentive to American involvement, Thirdly, there are no
serious plans for a multilateral force, conventional or nuclear,
involving regional powers. Last but not least, Communist China
remains the most dedicated revolutionary power in the world and
its accompanying military capabilities, chiefly nuclear, ure
rapidly expanding.

According to the latest report of the present American
Secretary of Defense there is possibility that the Communist
China's limited deployment of MRBM might have already occured; it
is expected to have & small number of MRBMs deployed by the middle
of this year; and by mid-1972 it is expected to have operational
& modest number of missiles, with & mix of MRBMs and IRBMs. This
will be sufficient to place all of the neighboring countries
within its attacking radius (3). Countering this menace there is,
of course, the American promise in the form of the Nixon Doctrine
that it shall "provide a shield, if a nuclear power threatens the
freedom of & nation allied with us.,." Yet, the specific content
of United States policy behind that Doctrine is left very ambi-
guous, and the thrust of that Doctrine heavily tends to leave
doubt about America's ultimate intentions.

The test of credibility of the American nuclear guarantee in
Asia will flow from a senario involving Real politik manoceuvers

=T4=



( (
of Communist China regarding it¥s neighboring countries, especial-~
1y conventional operations in Korea or Taiwan area, Just what
the American response thereto would be is, to say the least, un-
certain, As one distinguished American scholar has put it, "it
remains unclear (under the Nixon Doectrine) where and under what
circumstances United States would be prepared to counter conven-
tional agression by a nuclear power (i.e. Communist China)" (4).
Should the United States threaten direct nuclear retalistion
against Peking, it is most probable that Communist China would
respond not aguinst the American homeland, but rather by holding
es nuclear "hostages" the neighboring states, who have, on the
contrary, been supposed to benefit most from the Nixon Doctrine
itselt . While China will, within a few year, have the weapon sys-
tems required to carry out such a politico-military strategy,
2ll of the countries neighboring it are of course non-nuclear and
extremely vulnerable to any sort of nuclear attack, which
relationship contributes greatly to reducing the technical compe-
tence required of vhe Chinese weaponry system., For example, vo
develop an efiective regional nuclear force, Communist China will
need only 10 or so pieces of MR/LRBM's of having 10 °/¢ ot the
degree of accuracy inaispensable to both of superpowers, and a
warhead in the 10 kg/ton class, Moreover, its only defensive
concern would be vhe survivabiiity o1 1ue own missiles trom the
expected American attack ana it could be secured, at leust through-~
out 1970s, by having them mounted on submarines. And, in such
circumstances as these, coastal-going submarines of conventionally
propelled type would be sufficient to retain its second-strike
capability. 1In any event, even such & small nuclear force has the
capacity to inflict catastrophic damage to the utterly wvulnerable

cities of neighboring countries., Any threat by the United Stutes to
retaliate thereto could be met by a counterthreat not against the -
United States——~which it can not do anyway until it develops its

own ICBM---but against its noncommunist neighbors. Then, such a
counterthreat from the hand of Communigt China could severely test
the effectiveness and, indeed, credibility of the American treaty
commimtments and the implications of the Nixon VDoctrine. (5) As
to the Japanese Government, facing such a desperate eventuality of
having to expect nuclear devastation of Chinese homeland only in
return for the extinction of their own mejor cities, it would very
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naturally fall into the most serious difficulties, even to the
extent of letting the proposal of capitulation to China's nuclear
blackmail have more or less substantial appeal.

Consequently, the logic of the "hostage" arguments now
suggests that it might be American nuclear capability, however
predominant, that will largely be neutralized by the very primi-
tive and small Chinese nuclear force (6), the point which has
already been suggested by Dr. Alice Hsieh: "The possesion of
tactical nuclear weapons could have important payoffs for the
Chinese, particularly in so far as it complicated military deci-
sion-making within the United States Government... By means of a
regional (nuclear) capability (of its MR/IRBMs), the Chinese may
hope to create an uncertainty as to the United States intentions
among United States allies in the area... (It) might calculate
that fear on various scores would lead Asian nations to assert
pressures on the United States to avoid any confrontation with
Ching---conventional or nuclear® (7). This kind of argument has
great relevance, for the latest report of the America Secretary
of State to the Congress, too, confirms that "already Communist
China probably has a small force of missiles capuble of reaching
tergets in neighboring Asian countries", (8).

Now the international eircumstances in the Far East region
present a far more basic challenge to the American credibility
"gap" than in the region of West Burope. At the same time, in
accordance with the degree of the ambiguity inherent in the Nixon
Doctrine, Chinese potential for making international mischief is
enhanced just to that extent; and the appeal to Japan of develop-
ing nuclear arms as a more certain way of reinsuring America's
credibility couid enormously be enlarged. According to the apt
statement by Dr. Hsieh: "It is my conclusion that the Chinese
are more sensitive to (nuclear) weapon systems developed in the
region... Any strengthening of Japan militarily, particularly as
far as nuclear weapon are concerned...would be bound to make Chinese
even more cautious into military policies,.. (Then) the present
(nuclear) balance of power might be turther complicated to Chinu's
disadvantuge... A Japanese regional nuclear capacity...may well

have the effect of limiting China's political/psychilogical use of
its emerging nuclear capability." (9),
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It Japan might prove to be able to develop nuclear arms
while maintaining internal political stability and without
disrupting the fundamental alliance with the United States at
the same time, then the restraints on Communist China would
surely be substantial, Peking, forced to live with & new nuclear
regional competitor in the shape of Japan in addition to the two
hostile superpowers, would, of all Probability, be greatly inhi-
bited in Real politik manoeuvers in East Asia. On the other hand,

development of a Japanese regional nuclear force may, in those
circumstances, well prove to be the less costly and, yet, most
effective check on the Communist China's capability of making
nuclear blackmail.
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Seen from the perspective of international politics and
the logic of deterrence strategy, the nuclear armament ot Japan
seems an almost inevitable and saiutary development, However,
there are undoubtedly two basic roadblocks: the nuclear policy
of the United States and the legal, political and emotional
conditions in present-day Japan,

There is no need to trace the whole history of the develop~-
ment of the American policy of nuclear-nonproliferation, Suftice
to point out here two decisions taken during the course of its
development which were destined to bring about far-reaching effect
on the contemporary scene ot the international politics: America's
feud with France and the stillborn programs of multilateral force,

Successive French governments under both the Fourth Hepublic
and President de Gaulle hud continuously been serching for American
support in their endeavor to create an independent nuclear force,
rather naively convinced of the possibility or such assistance being
given with manner that Greut Britain was treated in this tield,
Especially, after 1957 the French sought technical assistance in
bullaing & nuclear propulsion reactior ror her submurines. On the
American siae, the Eisenhower administration had during these years
been placing high priority on nuclear arms collavoration with all
NATO wllies, including France at that time. However, it was re-
butred in the eftrorts vo transter custody of its nuclear stockpile
To NATO (1Y5/) and in sharing nuclear power with those allied states
(1959 and 1960) largely through the opposition of Congress, parti-
cularly its powerful Joint Commission on Atomic Energy, and the
Atomic Energy Commission. That administration was ultimately pre-
vented also from extending nuclear privileges, already granted to
Great Britain, to other allies in the NATO. Indeed, the year 1959
can be seen as a major turning point in the whole course of the
American policy toward the extension of nuclear arms and it inevi-
tably led to grave deterioration in French-American relations.

Once it was made clear to the French government that American nu-
clear assistance would come only after the country had made
"substantial progress in this arean (McMahon Act) a decision was
definitely made to go nuclear unilaterally (10). It was, after all,
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this insistence on the part of the United States on & nuclear
monopoly (excluding only the kindred Great Britain) that brought
into being the movement for an independent French nucluar force.
The strategic aspect of "Ganllism" is, consequently, to be seen
as the step-child of the American philosophy of nuclear monopolism,

The next administration of Kennedy was, from the very begin-
ning, opposed to any sort of nuclear proliferation and forces
were set into motion rather to the direction of establishing
& nuclear force for West Europe as a whole, This concept of co-
llective and multilateral force (MLF) was in part a reaction to
the French" Gaullistic" challenge and it envisioned an American
led military integration of Europe without France and, if necessary,
against her (11)., At the same time, American concern centering
particularly on West Germany, the Bonn government was told by that
administration that sublimation of her own national nuclear aspira-
tions would eventually lead to a European nuclear force in which
Germeny would directly participate. At the same time, that Kennedy
administration also moved to perpetuate the nuclear duopoly with
the Soviet Union., And, because a duopoly condition requires an
absolute ban on the further spread of nuclear weapons beyond those
duopolistic powers, negotiations were inevitably initiated tor the
non-proliferation treaty (NPT) with the Russian government.

Now, there undeniably existed a basic incompatibility between
the regional security arrangement of MLF, with its fundamental
objective of giving West European countries a voice in deterring
the Soviet threat, and the global security arrangement of the NPT
conceived exclusively from the global interests of the two super-
powers, In the words of Henry Kissinger, "the MLF can not at the
same time satisfy demands for nuclear sharing and assuage concerns
about nuclear proliferation..., There is something absurd trying
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons by bringing non-nuclear
countries of NATO into nuclear fields" (12). Eventually both the
plans for an MLF and its accompanying program of holding the
options open for collective European nuclear force were abandoned
(1965 and 1967 respectively) and the United States came to adopt
the position that possession of some strategic nuclear forces was
essential for participation in strategic planning (13). In one
sense, this marked a victory of the NPT over the MLF, of gloobual
strategic interests over the regionul concerns and 1t waes nothing
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but this victory which paved the way smooth enough for the
Soviet ratification of the NPT. Needless to say, it also
spawned doubts in the Bonn government of American-Soviet collu-
sion to solve the "German problem" and directly led to the Ost-
politik of balancing America against Russia (14).

A new concept of nuclear strategy seems, however, to have
come now into being which emphasizes the integral place of the
independent nuclear forces of West Europe in America's strate-
gic deterrent., This could eventually lead to technical assist-
ance to make the European force appear credible (15)., Such
moves toward cooperative deterrences mark a signiticant depart-
ure from the duopoly premises of the NPT and open up a new

possibilities for an appropriate new strategy for the Far Eastern

region,
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In considering the thorny issue of a nuclear strategy
appropriate to Japan, the starting point is, of course, the
present so-called "peace" constitution originally drafted by
the American Occupation headquarters atv the height of its
etforts to democratvize and demilitarize Japan,

In denying Japan "the right ot belligerency of the state" and
depriving her of the right to maintain "armed forces" an un-
precedentedly abnormal situation in the context of national
state was really brought about. To be sure, it wus understood
both by the Occupation authorities and the Japanese government-
al circles at the time or its promulgatvion thatv Japan did not
and could not lose the inherent and universal right of self-
defense of the state, a right which had just been confirmed a
year betore in the newly estabiished Charter or the United
Netions. Yet by what effective measures, we have to ask very
seriously, can Japan exercise her inherent right ot self-detense
without being given the measure to recourse vo "armed trorcea"
in its normal sense ot the word?

In 1951, the VUccupation was ended and the wording of both the
Peace Treaty and itvs uccompanying Security Yreaty openly confirmed
dJapan of having the inherent right of "individual or collective"
selt-defense as a reinstated sovreign nation. Now the term
"collective selr-aefense" was an envirely new Legul conception
devised in the process of drafting the Charter of the United
Nations with the sole aim of incorporating alreaay existent
regional security arrungemen. led by wvhe United Stutes ( the
Chapultepec Pact) into the tramework of the Charter. "Collec-—
tive" self-defense is, thus, legal expression of political rucH
of regional security arrungement und it is in ivhis context thatg
special reference to that term in both the original Security
Treaty (1951) ana its revised one (1961) should be seen. Yet,
again, we have to ask very earnestly that by what effective
measure can Japan execute its right of "collective" self-defense
together with the United States without having any sort of "armed
forces" in its normal sense of the word?

In a basic sense, there is much to support both in the official
essertions of successive Japanese governments and Opposition
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interpellations that the existing "self-defense forces" are not
the "armed forces" which are categorically forbidden by Article

9 of the constitution, At the same time, there is also validity
in Oppositions' repeated accusations that the right of "collective"
self-defense can only be established on the political foundation
of regional security system and that, therefore, both the Peace
Treaty and the Security Pact ( so far as their references to that
right are concerned) are in open violation of the constitution,
which contains in its preamble solemn and peculiar proclamations
drafted by the Occupation: "We, the Japanese people...have
determined to preserve our security and existence trusting in
justice and faith of the peace-loving peoples of the world." The
simple fact is that the "peace" constitution and the concept of
"collective" self-defense are essentially incompatible, and, under
the weight of this solid fact, the Japanese government has from
time to time had to concede that Japan as a state does have no
right of "collective" defense (e.g. Prime Minister in February,
1960).

Two questions rooted in legal perplexities of this situation
are certainly critical to Japan's security. PFirst, can the nation
preserve her "security and existence" by "trusting in the justice
and faith of the peace-loving peoples of the world," as was command-
ed by the Occupation, without having any sort of armed forces but
"self-defense forces"? Second, if not, can Japan preserve her
security and existence by a mutual defense arrangement based on a
regional security system without having the right of "collective"
self-defense and, consequently, without having the right to under-
take joint planning and manoeuvers in advance and to participate
in joint operations in some emergencies? Bluntly speaking,
throughout the past twenty years since her re-independence Japan
has incessantly been falling between the two stools of "peace"
constitution and of "collective" self-defense only to lose, not to
gain, benefits from each.,

This situation of legal perplexity becomes even more acute by
virtue of of the clause in the "peace" constitution depriving Japan
of the "right of belligerency of the state". Soon after its
promulgation it was pointed out by several Japanese professors of
international law that the origin of this queer concept might be
found in the draft convention on "Rights and Duties of States in
Case of Aggression" produced by Harvard lawyers in 193%34. Article 3
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of this conven;ion provides that, with the(exception of humani-
tarian regulations, "an aggressor does not have any of rights
which it would have if it were a belligerent" (16). I am not
wholly confident that this assumption is true, but, if it is
accepted, 1% 1is directly relevant to the policy of early Occu-
pation in outlawing Japan on & permanent basis as an "aggressor"
from the benefit or protection given to sovreign states by the
traditional authority of international law. The only possible
interpretetion to that penalizing clause presented by the Japa-
nese scholars of international law was that it would mean the
renunciation in advance of the freedom to make war, which in

turn might mean that Japan would be able to engage hostilities
only after the opposite member should have declared war against
her. In order to engage open hostilities for the security of her
state, Japn, first and by all means, has to beg her opponent to
declare war toward her, an utter nonsense from the view-point

of international law. As to the Japanese government, it has
8imply been at a loss and the only escape interpretation it in~
vented out of desperation had resulted in making the situation
even more confusing. It has been officially replying to the
Opposition interpellation in the Diet that "right of belligerery"
means the rights of serching, seizing and catching possibly hostile
vessels in the open sea in case of emergency or hostilities (Chief
of Cabinet Legislative Bureau in March, 1954), while contidential-
ly acknowledging that the renunciation of such rights might make
activities and operations of maritime "selt-detense" almost
impossible and nonsensical, bringing thereby the inherent contra-
diction of its own stand into the open anew.

Unquestionably life-and-death aspeet of nation's political
life is that of its own preservation and security and, so, when
the legal situution with respect to that overwhelmingly vital
aspect of nation's political lite is nonsensical and ridiculous
to the extent that all the other states of the world are funaa-
mentally exempted trom such a grotesque legal prohibitions, it is
not only unnatural but may also prove to be unbearable for a
nation sooner or later. In order simpliy to relieve that situation
of the worsv legucy ot the Occupation and develop in its stead
adquate security force in a normal sense of the word,-——~ & process
that muy be characterized as absolving the abnormal ana replacing
1t by the normal---the normalization process so to 8ay--=, basic
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political change is inevitable in due time which may turn out
to be smooth or potentially destabillizing according to the circumstances
oI the time. Anyway, the new momentum in this direction will
be difticult to reverse, chieirly becuuse of three signiricunt
Iaciors atiecving deeply and dynamically the Present-day
Japanese people: Chinese nuclear threat, its own economic
recovery and its emergent nutionalism,
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To the strategic implications for East Asian states of

Communist China's development of nuclear capacity previously
mentioned it is necessary only to add several other considera-
tions particularly weighty to present-dey Japan. The first

deals with the enlarged threat that will appear once the delivery
system of China is improved. Two years ago (May 22, 1969) in
testifying before Congress the present American Secretary of
Defense stated that "once Communist China acquires a force of

MR bombers and/or BM all of her neighbors would be open to nuclear
blackmail®™ (17), Time has made this warning even more imperative.
Moreover, perception of the nuclear threat China poses is growing
in Japan. For instance, the two annual public opinion polls
conducted by the nation-wide paper the Mainichi in 1969 and 1970
on this subject produced almost the same results (18).

Table One
That the nuclear armament of the Communist China is:
April, 1969 March, 1970

Total, Male, Female,

Very dreadful 43% 46% 43%  48%
A little dreadful 35 32 31 e
Not too much dreadful 15 14 20 10
Not dreadful at all 3 3 4 3

Graduates of

Middle High Universities
School School and Colleges

Very dreadful 47% 45% 44%
A 1little dreadful 30 34 33
Not too much dreadful 12 15 21
Not dreadful at all 3 4 2

There is much reason for such & widely prevalent fear of
Japanese general public in face of the growing Chinese capability
to make nuclear blackmail and, so, it is more than natural that

S BT



- \
they should céme to wish to bave some sort of effective measu-—
re capable of neutralizing that capability of her neighbor,
Logically speaking, nuclear capability of one party can only be
neutralized by that of the other party and not by otherwise,
It is still doubtful that the general public comes to be aware
of this harsh logic of deterrence, but the anxiety ‘expressed
in these polls could give the government enough latitude to move
in necessitated direction. This aspect is further corraborated
by a poll conducted for the other nation-wide paper the Asahi
(which is famous for taking a leftist and non-nuclear posture)
which showed that 60% of the respondents believed that the 80~
called Three Non-Nuclear Principles of the present Sato govern-
ment would break down (19). It is indeed possible and even
probable that, in accordance with the ateady development toward
operational deployment of the Chinese MRBM, the Japanese general
public will become more and more reconciled and resigned them-
selves to the inevitability of going nuclear.

The remerkable economic growth of Japan hus especially
important bearing on her security considerations in three ways.
Pirst, Japan is trading nation, heavily dependent on both imports
of food-stuffs and raw materials including oil and exports of
fabricated goods. and with the expansion of scale of her national
economy her trade relations with other countries, especially those
of Bast Asian region, have been turning into pattern of mutual
dependence to an unprecedented degree, 'oday we may be able to
say that the situavion of the closest econowic interdependence
between us and the East Asian countries has really been created,
maeking Japan and those countries virtually inseparable from one
another economically. Expansion of Japan's material stake in
the region unavoidably carries with it political and security
implications. It will prove more and more difficult to separate
Japan's security interest from that of the region as a whole,

Second, while the annual expenditure alloted to the "self-
defense forces" has continuously been kept at about 0.8% of
Japan's GNP and may well be held at this level in the near future,
the growth of GNP itself, with estimated figure of 200 billion
dollar for 1971 and that or between 350 and 400 billion dollar
for 1975, would inevitably lead to budget greater in absolute
terms year by year. Moreover, the size of the economy will be
such that the costs attendant with nuclear development will not
greatly impede economic growth,

=] 60=



( {

Thirdy, economic prosperity is surely helping Japanese
nationalism to re-emerge. Success in the rield of economic
development naturally restored self-confidence to the political
leaders and the general publiec alike atter the long years of
submission, humiliation and poverty that accompanied defeat and
occupation. If nationalism, in its first phase, can be defined
as the longing of people with some homogenuity to have a state
of its own, and so to torm a nation-state, then its second phase
may be for any nation to attain a status of equality in the
community of nations. This may well be the point at which Japan
now stands, and the abnormal and ridiculous legal siiuation
regerding the nation's security needs will increasingly come
under serious security, which the growing material capability
owing to her success in the economic tield wiil muke possible
other options, Around these double foei or moral self-contridence
and economic growth Japanese nationalism may now be in a period
of rapid growth,
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Ever since the lust years of vhe Occupation when John
Foster Dulles strongly and openly pressed the Japanese Prime
Minister at that time, Yoshida Shigeru, 1o begin vo rearm seri-
ously, euach ol successive Japanese governments has been under
constant pressure from the Americun side to expend more and
more on pehalf of detense. lnaeed, official American security
poilicy in vhe Har Bast has been very cleur-cut: the right of
"collective" selt-detense of the Japanese state—-—-mutual
security system cenvering around Japan--—and the creation of
Japanese forces, The Japanese governments, on the other hand,
has sought to fend off those American pressures, partly because
they have been predominatly occupied in pursuing the policy of
economic recovery and growth and unprepared to make any serious
defense efforts which were economically unproductive, but mainly
because they throughout have been more or less aware of the lack
of 2 national consensus on which a major problem of rearmament can
only somehow be built.

Now, the emergent wave of nationalism has been creating the
possibility of such & consensus being formed, but to turn the
possible into reality Japan has first of all to get rid of the
present legal mesh originating from the demilitarization policy
of the early Occupation. Only after it will have been achieved
in one way or other will Japan have the real capacity to fulfill
her treaty obligation under "collective" self-defense together with
the United States, without which the mutual security system between
the two countries can never be brought into actuality, Against
this possible realization on the part of Japen of official American
pressure and encouragement throughout the past twenty years,
the accusation that such a development signifies rebirth of Japanese
"militarism" is ironically inappropriate. Some of the influencial
American scholars most prominent in giving their counsel and
warning against the revival of Japanese "militarism® clearly retain
an affection for the Occupation demilitarization policy in utter
disregard of the changed international circumstances and also the

changed American policies since then. Unwilling to perceive the
middle road between the policy of demilitarization on the one hand
fear of "militarism" on the other, they rather seem still committed



heavily to faeténing Japan permanently to tﬁe legal mesh of "peace"
constitution. Or, are they really the convinced disciples of the
gospel of "peace" constitution far above the dimension of policy
and sentiment? If so, why do those American scholars, the Japa-
nese are tempted to esk, not recommend that gospel, first of all, to
their own government with the aim of demanding the basic revision
of the present American constitution instead of preaching it only
abroad~-—-and to Japan exclusively? Or, are they, in the last
analysis, conducting political experiment about the national feasi-
bility of living without arms not at their own cost but at that of
Japan? On the contrary, the Japanese are much grateful to Presidert
Nixon for his radio address to the American general public in which
he stated that "we intend to give our friends time and the means

to adjust, materially and psychologically, to a new form of American
participation in the world" (20).

There is yet another international impact of the emergent
Japanese nationalism to which careful analysis is seriously invited
from the American side. To be sure in a certain stage of its
developwent nationalism tends to show inelination of being anti-~
foreign especially when it is over-sensitive around the issue of
its independence and sovreignty. Uven so, it is anti-foreign in
general and needs not to be taken inevitably and exclusively as being
anti-American. ve know too that there has been notauble enthusiasm
in America for federalism and conversly that "the reverse side of
that enthusiusm is their avhorence otf navionalism" (21)., Never-
theless, one of the basic realities of the modern international
polities has been and still is the persistence of nationulism and
nations, in spite of various American schemes and endeavors to
dilute and destroy this fundamental trend through some sort of
supra-national or international organizations, perhaps with the only
exception of the United States itself (22). The emergent Japanese
nationalism, too, is essentially neither militaristic nor anti-
American by itself and surely needs not to be treated as such,
8imply because there is room wide enough in the present internatio-
nal politics to allow two nations--~Japan and America-—-to live side

by side and more or less compatibly.

When Japan will again take a normal position in international
politice and will be ready and able to have "armed forces" in
~B1QF~
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its normal sense, the logic of deterrence demands that they
should include not only conventional but also nuclear ones,
Then, the issue of nuclear armament of Japan must necessarily
be considered in the global setting of nuclear proliferation,
which brings us back again to the recent American philosophies
of nuclear monopolism and duopolism. Now with the dramatic
shooting of Vostok and Sputnik by the Soviet Union the era of
American monopoly disappeared once tror all, making that philo-
sophy unquestionably out of date. American philosophy of
duopoly, on the other hand, apparently still holds valid, as
has been shown in the victory of the NPY! over the MLF, but it
is the development ot the Chinese nuclear capability which is
expected to shake this philosophy to its very foundations. In
the words of the present American Secretary of Defense, "''he
President of the United States, no matter who he may be at the
time, could find himself in an extremely difficult position in
a serious confrontation with a Communist China armed with a
force ot even ¢5 primitive LCBMs. Qur cities would be hoatage
to the Chinese ICBM force, and the President would have no other
alternative but to back down or risk the destinction of several
major United Siaves cities and the death of millions of Americans®
(23). In such an eventuality American philosophy of duopolism
would most probubly lose its vulidity and the aaement rejection
of all "junior" nuclear deterrents as irrelevant, harmful and
even inimical in the style of the Kennedy administration (24)
would be singulurly inappropriave, Lo consider a move to the
direction of "junior" deterrent by & nation such as Japan simply
and out of hand as "anti-American" would be nothing but an
American version oI vhe nuciear allergy. Hoperully, there has
alreaay appeared vthoughvtul counsel 1or a two dimension approach
in stead of one dimension approach of either monopoly or duopoly. -
It asks squarely "to confront the problem of meshing the two
spheres of politics" (25) ~-~ the global sphere of duopoly poli-
tics with the Soviet Union and the regional sphere of multi-
polarity politics which the former "does not absorb or dominate"
(26), Surely this two dimension approach is composed at the same
time of both the global one and the rugional one and the latter
embraces the creation of regional nuclear forces by "juniox®
democratic countries.

- 20 -
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Thinking in terms of national interest of the Japanese
state, it should be her posture never to go nuclear unilate-
rally but absolutely bilaterally with the United States, or
multilaterally of possible, in the event of her response to
that hopefully new approach on the part of the Unite States,
More concretely speaking, Japan should be ready to admit that
any bilateral framework of regional nuclear force embracing
her own will inevitably involve restrains and controls on her,
probably under the formula of the so-called double veto or
two-key system. By virtue of a framework of this sort countries
affected by Japan's international role, the United States, the
non-communist countries of East Asia, the Soviet Union and even
Communist China, would be relieved of the apprehension of having
Japan going nuclear in an unilateral, unrestricted and unrest-
rained fashion., In this regard it is instructive to look at a
poll conducted by the Yomiuri paper in September and October of
last year among university students in several East Asian coun-
tries (27).

Table Two

Do you think that Japan should go nuclear when
the American nuclear arms will have been with-
drawn from Okinawa?

Hongkong Indonesia Korea Malaysia Phillipines

Yes 31.5% 56.3 36,9 58,0 553
No 67.3 41.3 40.4 40.4 43.3
No Answers 1% 2 2.5 1.6 1.6 1.4

Singapore South Vietnam

Yes 53 5% 45,0
No 44.8 53.0
No Answers 1.7 2.0

As to the Soviet Union, its opposition to such a possible
Japanese move should not be strong as their stand against a
nuclear Germany, especially when Jepan is put under American
restraints and controls (28) ané if the United States and the
Soviet Union are made to accept the advantages of that two
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dimension approach. It ought to be stressed here that the

United States has already succeeded in making the latter see
the value of the American-Japanese Security Treaty, the latter
indeed giving tacit recognition to that Treaty in the Joint
Soviet-Japanese Peace Declaration (1956) in which high con-
tracting powers confirmed that each of them had the right of
individual and "collective" self-defense. It seems possible
that the framework of American-Japanese bilateral restraints
and controls with regard to the regional Japanese nuclear
forces might finally be accepted by the Soviet Union, at least,
as tolerable,

If, on the contrary, the United States should still per-
sist in pressing for ratification of the NPT, then a frontal
collusion with the emergent Japanese nationalism and with the
imperative of strategy of deterrence as seen from Tokyo may
well occur. It would become, I am deeply afraid, the most
sure way of driving that nationalism to the stand of both out-
and-out anti~Americanism and unilatera. nuclear armament.

Indeed vhe logic of deterrence in tace of the developing capa-
bility of the Chinese nuclear arms leaves only two chice:
bilateral nuclear co-operation with the United States or nuclear
armament on anti-American basis, Seen from across the Pacific

it looks as though there lies at the root of the American Far
Eastern policy a fundamental ambivalence regarding Japan's future,
a desire that Japan be both strong and weak at the same time.
Such half-measure as usking Japan to become strong conventionally
without going nuclear can only make sense and effectively prevail
80 long as Japan obediently remains American defense satellite.
Indeed all might go well with that ambivalence if Japan can be
persuaded to remain so for a long time to come., That, however,
is a definitely impossible requirement in the situation of new
national climate of present-day Japan.

During the firast half of 1970s one may well live the period
in which wisdom as to the strategic policy is most needed from
both sides of the Pacific, Although the changing political mood
within the United States may inhibit the development of a new,
imaginative and flexible security policy tor East Asia, I perso-
nally wish to pay my fuil respect to the wise counsel offered

by Professor Osgood on this issue and hope that his advice will

be heargd: - 22 o
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In no case, however, can the United States arford

to subordinate all other political considerations

to nonproliferation. A rigid stand on nonproli-
feration is apt to be as inept tor dissuading states
that find compelling reasons to &cquire nuclear
weapons as for punishing states that have already
undertaken nuclear programs... In the specific

cases of India and Japan the United Ssvates nay
eventually have to decide whether American interests
in Asian security and order are not better served
by one or two friendly nuclear counterpoises being
added v0 a pattern of countervailing power,.." (29)
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CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
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SECRET @-—— o2

20 October 1971

Dear Dick,

Thanks for your letter of 3 September. As you
note, the discussions which you had on your trip
support the underlying tenets of the Newport Study.
Hal Shear, with assistance from your old team at the
Naval War College, has been putting together a pre-
sentation to go to the Secretary of the Navy on the
study. As of now, the 20th of October is tentatively
scheduled. The presentation will not ask the
Secretary's approval of the study, but rather his
support for my using it in discussions at the Sea-
power Symposium.

I know that you desire to move rapidly into
OSD and State channels on the study. I, too, am
impatient, but we need to know fairly precisely how
and when we should proceed in advance of definitive
action on our part.

In regard to the basic steps which you have
indicated in your letter, the first will certainly be
highlighted at Newport - barring Secretary Chafee's
veto, which I do not expect.

As to the McNamara/McNaughton policy issue,
this is no longer germane in U. S. channels. The
Secretary of Defense strategy guidance of 28 January
1970 states "Since the McNaughton force goals /for
Greece and Turkey/ are not being implemented, they
should be abandoned in favor of JSOP force goals. We
should then support them as NATO force goals". Our
MAAG's and Military Groups are proceeding on this
basis. Unfortunately there has been no international
pronouncement of this change in policy. Frank
Vannoy has suggested to Jack Morse that this would be
an appropriate matter to include in the Secretary's
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statement at the November Ministerials. Jack
thinks it is a fine idea which he will try to
implement. In this connection, we have been doing
quite well in supporting Turkish - and to a lesser
extent Greek - Navy requirements as a result of
ship availabilities resulting from our own force
reductions.

Your third point is an absolute non-starter.
Our friends in the JCS refuse to accept that the
increase in the Soviet naval threat has any
significance vis-a-vis the Soviet air/ground

threat.b: 4 57 A Puwdl o gl

The fourth point is one which weighs heavily
on the administration. There is complete recogni-
tion that your point is valid; there is some
optimism that Congress will see it that way.
Happily, there is a complete turn-arcund in Defense
on military sales support and they have always
supported a reasonably high level of Military
Assistance. How much we can convince Congress to
do, remains to be seen.

Warm regards,

E%fz;v;UMWALT, JR.

Admiral, U. S. Navy

Vice Admiral Richard G. Colbert, USN
Chief of Staff

Supreme Allied Commander, Atlantic
Norfolk, Virginia 23511
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NAVAL WAR COLLEG } *
NEWPORT, RHODE lS:ANEID Eﬁﬁf!g{ﬂ”,&i
02840

CONFIDENTIAL
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT, NAVAL WAR COLLEGE{! "

o
Via: (1) Director, Naval nd Coursetﬁzﬂzﬁ“rzt1
(2) Chief of Staff mz 1. e 3y

Subj: Draft of CNO Address to SACLANT Symposium

Encl: (1) Two First Drafts
(2) Copies of CNO Materials related to Symposium (C)

1. On 23 and 25 September while in Washington on the Naval
Command Course Field Study Trip, I visited the office of

CDR John Davey, USN, Public Affairs Officer for Admiral Zumwalt,
in order to obtain materials and guidance for subject draft.

CDR Davey was most cooperative, and I reviewed several tapes

of recent speeches by CNO in order to develop a feel for his
method of expression. In addition, I asked CDR Davey to

review two first drafts which I had completed prior to

departure for the Naval Command Course Washington Field

Study Trip.

2. I was orally informed that Admiral Zumwalt had approved
your proposal to provide two drafts on or before 20 October,
along the lines suggested in your letter.

MbB. CDR Davey reacted most favorably to both drafts. He

W expressed the view that Draft No. 1 was preferred. He further
felt that the discussion of the Tocqueville Oscillation in
Draft No. 2, although interesting and pertinent, was not in
keeping with Admiral Zumwalt's general style.

4., 1In the course of extensive discussion, CDR Davey made
further suggestions to modify the initial drafts to reflect
his understanding of Admiral Zumwalt's views. I intend to
incorporate all such suggestions in a third draft effort to
be completed within a few days. I would propose that Draft
No. 1 (attached) and Draft No. 3 (in progress) are the best
candidates for submission. CDR Davey also suggested that a
brief rationale be attached to each draft, giving reasons
why you consider certain remarks within the draft most
appropriate, if you have strong preferences.
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CONHIENTIAL



CONFIDENTIAL

CONFIDENTTIAL

5. In addition to visiting CDR Davey, I dropped in to the
office of OP-601, LCOL Fuller of that office is conducting
liaison with SACLANT on the details of the Symposium. I
obtained copies of previous correspondence and message traffic
relating to the Symposium in order to develop an understanding
of how Admiral Zumwalt's remarks would fit into the overall
sequence and tone of the meeting. I found that RADM House
will be making a presentation on 5 November dealing with
Modernization Programs of the U,S, Navy, and obtained a
tentative draft from Captain Barker, USN, in order to mini-
mize possibilities of substantive conflicts between CNO's
remarks and those of RADM House,

6. Admiral Zumwalt is tentatively scheduled to speak on

3 November for 30-45 minutes immediately after the opening
remarks of Admiral Duncan. Since at that time the SACLANT
Change of Command had not yet taken place, all existing
plans are subject to Admiral Duncan's preferences, and
have been regarded as tentative,

7. Materials regarding CNO/SACLANT planning for symposium
are also attached for information.

Very respectfully,
ST )
X470 [

(_V?f/(zd;?¥§J

CDR,, USN
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PRIMARY DRAFT OF REMARKS PROPOSED FOR DELIVERY ON 3 NOVEMBER 1970

BY ADMIRAL E. R. ZUMWALT, JR., USN, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
TO ACLANT FLAG OFFICER SYMPOSTIUM

PREPARED BY VADM R, G, COLBERT, USN
PRESIDENT, U.S, NAVAL WAR COLLEGE

I SALUTATION TO RANKING GUESTS.

11, INTRODUCTION
Gentlemen:

I am privileged to be here today to address this
distinguished audience. I have been looking forward to this
occasion as an opportunity uniquely in harmony with the major
thrust of my activities during these initial four months of
my tenure as Chief of Naval Operations., During this period
I have come to an increased understanding of the existing
and predicted problems of the United States Navy. Of necessity,
I also have been very much concerned about the international
environment in which that Navy must operate now and for the
future. Above all, I have sought to grasp the implications
of the changing political guidance which ultimately defines
the goals and objectives to be served by the U.S. Navy and
its allies. 1In that light, then, these last few months have
convinced me more than ever that the current and future deci-
sions we must make in the U.S, Navy will be greatly influenced

by the views and actions of the navies represented here today --

conversely, I know that our decisions will figure heavily in



your calculations as our naval partners. Therefore, my remarks
today are intended to give you some understanding of the general
concepts which will govern my approaches to the problems we all
share. I hope that the continuing exchange of views during
this Symposium will provide us all some common guidelines for
the future.

In order to make clear my views, and to set the stage
for some recommendations I wish to suggest for your later
consideration, I propose first to review some significant
aspects of my initial four months as Chief of Naval Operations,
then to discuss the basic concepts of the Nixon Doctrine which
I hold to be most relevant to the purposes of this meeting,
and finally, to outline certain conclusions and recommenda-

tions which I believe to be worthy of your consideration.

III. TEXT

When I returned to Washington from Viet-Nam, I assumed
office at a time when critical U.S. national bﬁdget decisions
were being made at all levels of government. I am sure that
you are familiar with the several pressures influencing these
decisions, ahd so I will not detail them all here. In general,

it is enough for us to understand that it is the growing concern



over environmental conditions and the legitimate social needs
of our cities and minority groups which forms the basis of
these pressures. As a result, the U.S, Navy and its sister
services have programmed substantial force reductions for
this and future fiscal years. We in the Navy have been
describing our own experience as an exchange of quantity for
quality. This is of course quite true, since we have been
able to remove from active service the oldest and least
capable units while continuing a modest, but essential,
construction and modernization program. However, I consider
that such a simplistic description of what is happening tends
to give an inaccurate picture. It may be more constructive
to consider that, on my arrival I found that the U.S. Navy
projected strength, in gross overall numbers, had been reduced
from a high of __ ships on 1 July 1969 to a projected level
of _ ships on 1 July 1972. Even these figures are subject
to further downward revision if predicted budget cuts now
being discussed are imposed.

Within these lowered budgets, however, we are able to
exercise discretion as to the types of forces to be cut, and
so I have sought to categorize our naval forces in terms which

can best assist me in deciding where our diminishing resources
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should be placed. Using our stated Navy mission as the founda-
tion, I have broken our forces down into four categories which
I can feel most comfortable in describing:
First, strong Second Strike Capable Forces =--
Polaris and Poseidon;
Second, Sea Control Forces -- that is, those
forces dedicated to maintaining control of
the seas, such as our Attack Submarines,
some of our Strike Carriers, all of our
ASW Carriers, our Escort Destroyers, and
our Maritime Patrol Aircraft;
Third, Projection Forces, in which I include our
Merchant Marine as well as our Amphibious
Forces and the remainder of our Strike Carrier
Forces -- all Forces that is, which can project
power and influence into the Eurasian rimland;
Fourth, and finally, Overseas Presence Forces,
capable of providing a military-political show
of force.
My analysis, on this basis, seemed to indicate that some

adjustments to previous plans were in order. The realities of

our Viet-Nam experience had driven these plans to err on the
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side of providing more Projection Capability at the sacrifice
of Sea Control Capability. In Viet-Nam, aé in Korea, our
naval forces never experienced a real challenge to their
control of the sea -- the adversary simply allowed our forces
to operate as in a sanctuary. On the other hand, our ability
to meet our in-country commitments demanded substantial allo-
cation of resources to our projection forces -- so our sea
control forces have had to "live off their own surplus.' --
That reserve capacity is now exhausted. At the same tiﬁe
I am convinced that the threat to our ability to control the
sea in support of our mutual interests has never been greater.
This increased threat level exists because of the
unprecedented growth of Soviet maritime power over the last
decade. Although that expansion has manifested itself on a
world-wide basis, nowhere does it have more serious implica-
tions than here in the Atlantic area. Only a few short years
ago no serious challenge to the U,S, and Allied ability to
control the seas in support of our objectives could have been
mounted -- today, the rise of Soviet seapower concurrent with
the diminishment of U.S, and other Western naval forces has

made the possibility of successful challenge a much more

credible, and therefore a much more probable option for the

Soviets.



In a conventional ''war at sea' situation, the Soviet
Navy can bring numerous conventional weapons systems to bear
against our Sea Control and Projection Forces. It is esti-
mated that in 1972 this threat can include over __ submarines
equipped with Surface-to-Surface missiles, up to____ SSM-equipped
major combatant warships, more than____ missile equipped small
gunboats,and in excess of ___ medium bombers capable of launching
Air-to-Surface stand-off weapons. Even today, the combined
air, surface and sub-surface assets of the Northern Fleet
alone can launch over ____ cruise missiles against NATO surface
forces.

In my view, the most hazardous imbalance exists between
our ASW Forces, including our surface escorts, and the Soviet
submarine forces. It has accurately been said that no Admiral
has ever had enough destroyers, but my concern is not generated
merely by a desire to have a comfortable margin of superiority
in this area -- it is the visible insufficiency of such forces
with respect to the threat level and deployment posture which

gives me pause. At the moment, the Soviets have nearly

submarines, almost one~-fourth of them nuclear types, capable
of entry to the Atlantic/Mediterranean areas. They can con-
struct new nuclear submarines in their covered yard at
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Severodvinsk at the rate of per year -- while the U.S.
building capacity is only _ per year. In fact, the Soviets
have introduced more new types of submarines since mid-1968

than the U.S. has built submarineg!

of the Soviet deployment pattern in the same period. You are
all familiar with the Soviet world-wide exercise 'OKEAN' which
took place with great publicity earlier this year. It may be
txue that such an ambitious undertaking at this time promised
benefits to the Soviets more political-psychological than
military in nature, but I view the venture as a harbinger of
2 continuous world-wide politico-military presence by Soviet
naval forces within a very few years, Everything I have

obsgxved points to this conclusion, including the published

‘m

tatements of the Soviet leadership, which repeatedly insist
that this is indeed their goal. (ertainly, we would be remiss
if we failed to regard these changing patterns of deployment
with concern. The Soviet Navy is both young in spirit and
advanced in technology. They are vigorously working both

to enlarge their professional competence and to become

familiar with all the oceans and seas of the world -- waters

which include our allied sea-basced lifelines.



These deployments and the development of effective afloat
support capabilities pose particularly difficult problems for
NATO. This enlarging pattern in the Atlantic is clearly
aimed at minimizing the geographic disadvantages facing the
Soviets. If they are able to develop the capability to main-
tain for extended periods significant portions of their forces
beyond the narrow seas and straits off their bases, we can
neither count on surge deployments to warn us of an impending
attack nor be certain of engaging their forces with success
from the outset of a confrontation. This is particularly true
of their submarine forces, which are most capable of contesting
us for control of the sea lanes which bind our Alliance and
make our mutual defense possible,

Admittedly, these facts are sobering. However, after
careful assessment, I am confident that the balance still
remains in our favor, At the moment, I consider that the
U.S. Navy alone has a substantially better-than-even chance
of handling a Soviet challenge at sea. With your assistance,
those odds improve greatly. However, I am not so optimistic
about the future, in the face of their accelerating growth .

and our continuing reductions.
In my view, these diverging trends indicate that the

later years of this decade can be decisive, and so I have
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been willing to accept cuts in present force levels in order
to be able to continue the procurement of our new Navy. Thus,
although we speak of quality versus quantity, what we are
really doing is to emphasize the future at the cost of the
present, I believe that to do othérwise will inevitably force
us into a stern chase after 1975 -- and, as you well know, any
stern chase is a long one in which an adversary could gain
crucial distance toward his objectives.

For the same basic reason, we are taking a parallel
approach to our personnel situation. You are undoubtedly
familiar with some of the many recent actions we have taken
to help retain our finest young people and to encourage them
to stay with us during these days of trial and adversity.

We intend to continue and enlarge these efforts, even at

the cost of immediate forces, since the sacrifices we are
making to obtain a new and more capable Navy will be in vain
unless sufficient numbers of competent and motivated officers
and men are available to operate it. The urgency of this
situation is best illustrated by the fact that our carriers
currently are experiencing an overall retention rate of z
about 3%. It is clear to me that we must turn this situation
around quickly, and that we must expect to pay for it.

9



In my concurrent role as a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, I have found that my fellow Service Chiefs are
making equally agonizing decisions with respect to their
own forces, since our entire U.,S. Defense establishment is
undergoing the same retrenchment process. Thus, these sub-
stantial budget cuts are also forcing a re-appraisal of our
national military strategy in order to bring our level of
force commitment into balance with our available and pre-
dicted means.

At the highest levels of our Department of Defense, the
so-called '"swing strategy' is most often discussed. Under
this approach, U.S. military forces would be configured to
a "l-% war capability," able to fight a major conventional
war in one theater and a simultaneous limited holding action
elsewhere., This strategy is based on the belief that U,S.
forces, largely based in the U.S., could be '"swung" into
action by rapid redeployment to meet the most imminent threat.

It is my thought that this philosophy may be valid for
air and land forces, in view of the expanded airlift and
airmobile forces now in existence or coming on line, However,
I am convinced that such a strategy is questionable with

regard to sea-mobile forces. In a conventional NATO war
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situation, the U.S, Navy cannot ignore the Pacific in favor
of the Atlantic. The Russian Navy is capable not only of
mounting a world-wide threat to our ability to control the
sea in support of our own or allied forces but also of
threatening our very territorial unity since two of our
fifty states are tied to their continental sisters by
Pacific Ocean sea L,0.C.'s.

Further, it is clear that even with the advent of C-5A
and other large aircraft, any sustained military action in
Europe or elsewhere must be supported directly by sealift of
over 907 of the tonnage required. Under any such localized
conflict situation, it also would be essential that we not be
isolated from our allies elsewhere in the world who might
remain un-engaged, for this might encourage the Soviets to
undertake a concurrent "divide and conquer' strategy -- that
is, a strategy aimed at separating us through the use of
diplomatic and economic initiatives and pressures. Therefore,
I consider it essential to advocate that the broadest flexi-
bility be incorporated in our full spectrum of maritime
capabilities -- not only in the design and construction of .
our newer forces, but as well in their relation to our national
or international command structures and in the concepts
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governing their employment. Where U,S, forces themselves
seem inadequate to the demands of some areas of our interest,
either in number or capability, I would hope to augment their
influence or effect by other means, possibly by encouraging
their regular commitment in support of, and in partnership
with, allies having similar regionally oriented interests.
What I have categorized as ''Overseas Presence Forces'' might
be most responsive to such assignment,

This brings me to what I believe to be a most promising
option for us in the immediate future, and that is the
increasingly real prospect and need for intermational naval
cooperation and partnership.

Our President has made his views in this area most clear,
Under the Nixon Doctrine, formalized in his February message
to the U.S. Congress entitled "United States Foreign Policy
for the 1970's: A New Strategy for Peace,'" he announced his
belief that the "postwar era in international relations has
ended" and that new approaches were in order.

Most notable among the ideas he expressed was that of
seeking '"Peace through Partnership." I believe that the new
concept of partnership he outlined is the keystone to the
success of the entire new policy. I also believe that we

12



in this room are in the best position to provide early and
concrete proof that the partnership approach will work.

The essence of the Nixon Doctrine is its acknowledgment
that the United States cannot be, and should not be, a uni-
lateral policeman of the world. Too often in the years since
World War II, the United States has assumed a position of
"dominance" rather than real partnership in its international
commitments. Perhaps in the early days, with our allies ravaged
by war and in deep economic distress, this dominant leadership
was warranted., Now, however, the weak have become strong,
while the United States is po longer in a position of commanding
relative strength. Our allies today are able, and in many
cases eager, to bear a greater share of the responsibility
for their own defense.

Some observers have claimed that the Nixon Doctrine is
merely a recognition of, and an accommodation to, the reality
of internal pressures on the United States Government. I
strongly disagree, The Doctrine does recognize reality --
but it is the reality that "domination'" leads to dependence,
while true "partnership'" encourages the independence, pride,
and dignity of our sovereign allies. Nowhere has this basic
principle of human intercourse been more effectiveiy illustrated

13



than by the experiences of the NATO Standing Naval Force Atlantic.
This force, now in its third year of existence, provides all
participating natiens an opportunity to contribute on an equal
basis, not enly in the hardware area, but also in the sharing

of that mest demanding respensibility of all -- command! The
first U,S. naval commander has only recently been assigned.

In my wview, such sharing on a co-equal basis of both material
assets and command responsibility is particularly representative

of the partnership thesis which is the warp and woof of the

- o m—— 8 _—oss

demonstration of the theery has arisen from the fraternity of
seamen represented im this room today. I believe that more can
be dene gleng this line. I also believe.that our common profes~
sieral understanding arising frem parallel careers in which we
have shared beth the rewards and the hazards of life at sea
best fits us to undertake the effort. That such an effort is

prsp———

indicated seems evident to me after consideration of other

implications of the Doctrine.

in his message and subsequent statements, the President
clearly and strongly has reaffirmed our commitment in support
of the defense of forty-three nations around the world. For that
reaffirmation to be valid and credible, a forward strategy
is required, with the American flag continuing to be visible

world-wide. But, at the same time, he has specified a lowered
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profile for U.S, forces overseas, suggested the prospect of
selected reductions if not complete withdrawal of such forces
from certain areas, and indicated a cutback in U.S. bases on
foreign soil, i

These seemingly inconsistent requirements can only be
reconciled by an understanding that the strategic emphasis
is concurrently shifting to seaward. A strategy based on
seapower is the only logical one which can flow from these
conditions.

You have heard this trend referred to as the ''Blue Water

"

Strategy,'" under which greater emphasis is to be placed on
sea-mobile strategic and conventional forces. It may be that
the depth of U.S. land commitment overseas will have to be
reduced gradually, but I believe such reductions will be
accompanied by offsetting increases in our collective and
individual sea-based capabilities. Increases of U.S. naval
forces to this end are being programmed, but they cannot be
brought into being until the later years of this decade.
Therefore, I foresee a pressing need to develop interim
measures to fill the gaps which may exist in some areas

during the immediate future.

Above all, I must emphasize that although the Nixon

Doctrine has announced a shift in the philosophical approach
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of the U.S. toward its alliance commitments, the essential
elements of our commitment have not changed}

In particular, I can assure this audience that the U.S.
commitment to NATO continues to be regarded as the heart of
our entire alliance structure, just as it has been so regarded
for the last twenty-two years. In a very pragmatic sense, the
security of the United States is inextricably bound up with
that of Europe. President Nixon himself personally emphasized
this point during his recent trip to Europe. It is clear that
our commitment there will continue to command the highest
priority in our national thinking and planning. However, in
the shift from'a position of U.S. "dominance' toward a more
realistic position of U.S. "partnership," NATO has been provided
with an opportunity to modify its own stance in order to be
more responsive to the changed conditions of the 1970's.

I believe that only the failure: of NATO planners to take up the
gauntlet and move imaginatively to accommodate these changed
circumstances can pose any hazard to our mutual security.

In this regard, it appears to me that several new approaches
should be considered, particularly as to NATO's maritime aspects.

Above all, as I earlier mentioned, the Soviet threat to

our ability to control the sea must take urgent claim on our
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attentions. The U,S, Navy will continue to maintain forward
deployments of what I have referred to as Overseas Presence
Forces capable of exerting a military-political show of force.
However, it should be remembered that such forces, to be
credible, must be subject to swift and effective reinforcement
from our closer-to-home supporting units. If ever an adversary
became convinced that he could successfully interdict this
reinforcement, that is, challenge us for control of the sea,

we will have set the stage for a possible war at sea. Therefore,
it is essential that we in NATO's naval component be able to
display a constant and unquestioned ability to control the

sea to this end. Thus, as U.S. forces dwindle in number, those
of other nations in the alliance must, as a minimum, clearly
and visibly indicate a willingness to offset possible resulting
shifts in relative strength.

At the moment, the Soviet leaders may feel that challenges
may be made at sea without real risk of hazard to the Soviet
homeland. It is true that at one time the West had the sole
option of choosing a sea-based confrontation with Communist
power -- now that qption belongs equally to the Soviets.

In addition, they may be coming to the belief that a

strategy of sea-borne interposition holds the promise of
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significant advantage for them. Under this view, the simple,
prompt placement of forces between an adversaryand his objec-
tives in a peacetime or sub-limited war situation shifts the
onus of possible escalation to the adversary with minimum risk
to the vital interests of the interposer, Consider, for
example, the effect of the presence of Soviet naval forces

in the harbor at Alexandria during the 1967 "five-day war."
If the Israeli government had chosen to attack these port
facilities, they would have risked the escalatory effect of
possible damage to Russian ships or crews. By the same token,
the presence of Russian merchant ships in the harbor at
Haiphone certainly constrained the target opportunity of

U.S. forces during the bombing campaign in the North. This
is the essential element of an imterposition strategy --
careful placement of one's own forces can deter or restrict
adversary actions unless he is willing to accept the respon-
sibility for escalation. Even if such risk were deemed
acceptable, the course of action may only be chosen after
deliberate high-level consideration of other altermatives.
Thus, the decision may only be interpreted as a conscious
governmental act which reflects national resolve and risk
assessment -- vital information for the interposer. Of course,
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the most recent example of this concept was our own prompt
movement of the U.S, Sixth Fleet to a position south of Crete
during the September Jordanian crisis.

I believe that a possible Soviet election of a maritime
strategy of interposition can be defeated by NATO forces,
acting in concert., Certainly, the arrival of a mixed NATO
naval force on a scene of tension would give the Soviet
leadership a set of considerations to weigh differing from
those which would be generated by the arrival of a unilateral
naval force. For example, in the recurring crises of the
Eastern Mediterranean, it is conceivable that a U.S. Sixth
Fleet force intended to evacuate U,S, nationals might at
least temporarily be hindered by the interposition of Soviet
naval forces on a pretext of '"protecting their Arab brothers
from U.S. intervention.'" How different the situation might
be if a mixed NATO evacuation force arrived to remove all
NATO nationals, under the cover of Sixth Fleet forces distant
to the West!

Certainly, the options of Western leadership would be
substantially broadened if our naval forces possessed a credible
and visible capability to shift the responsibility for possible
escalation back to the other side. Possible ways of developing
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such a capability to the sophisticated level indicated requires
our earnest consideration,

One method to foster a closer integration of NATO naval
forces is by the conduct of combined exercises on a more frequent
schedule than in the past. Another possibility might be to
commit more of the regularly deployed U.S. naval forces to
NATO objectives on a semi-permanent basis ~-- that is, to
enlarge the NATO Standing Naval Force concept to permit inte-
gration of major U.S. Fleet units into the Force in support
of specific and announced aims. Either course of action would
have the significant advantage of expanding the real military
capability in our numerically limited forces through their
increasing familiarity with the unique demands of multi-national
operations. Another possible advantage would be to accelerate
our efforts to attain standardization of some basic equipments
within all NATO nmavies. It is discouraging to realize that at
this moment, we have not yet been able to agree even on
standardized replenishment-at-sea rigs -- surely a step essential
to the success of combined naval operations in wartime.

Since ;he nature of combined wartime operations would be
oriented very heavily toward the ASW problem as we attempt to

maintain the flow of support and supplies across the Atlantic,
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I believe that we also should take an early look at the
possibility of maximizing our combined capabilities in that
area. Some of the navies represented here have specialized
in the ASW business over the years, and can bring to the
problem some highly expert people aé well as advanced weapon
systems. Furthermore, some of you now have new ASW ships in
production or in development. As I have said, numbers of
such units are going to be essential if we are to maintain
a credible capability to control the sea against the expected
threat from the Soviets.

Recognizing that we are all constrained by our national
budget programs, I want to point out that other alternatives

for the possible procurement of ASW units may exist. One

corollary to the Nixon Doctrine and its emphasis on partnership

is the proposed new approach to U.S, military aid programs.
On 15 September 1970, the President outlined this freshly
conceived plan to our Congress. Entitled, the "International
Security Assistance Program,' it is intended to "help other
countries assume the responsibility of their own defense,

and thus help us reduce our presence abroad." When the fully
developed plan is submitted to the new Congress in January,
1971 it may well permit those countries which have the will
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but clearly cannot afford the unilateral costs of enlarging
their ASW forces to expect U.S, aid for this purpose. It
would appear to me that countries with a production program
in progress would be in a good position to take advantage of
this aid simply by enlarging their existing order. Others
might order ships of similar or related characteristics,
thus obtaining significant economies over the cost of
developing purely national designs.

We should, at least, look very carefully at what might
be done along this line, for my appraisal of the threat con-
vinces me that the contest may soon become a numbers game.
No effort to improve our numbers or capability in this area
can be regarded as wasted. In the event of hostilities in
Europe, the anti-submarine béttle in the Atlantic will once
more be critical to the outcome, and we would be derelict
if we overlook any reasonable prospect of improving our
ability to win it.

Another aspect about which I am sure you have all been
concerned is that which requires NATO naval operations to be
confined to sea areas North of the Tropic of Cancer. In my
view, now is the time for NATO to look outward, beyond this
arbitrarily assigned limit. Surely, we are all able to plot
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the striking range of Russian sea-based missiles, and it is
clear that a Soviet '"'Yankee'" class missile submarine may
threaten both Portugél and the U,S. simultaneously from a
position south of that imaginary dividing line. Additionally,
Europe is heavily dependent on energy sources which lie far
from the Continental coasts -- consider the oil tonnage from
the Middle East which must pass each day through the waters
off South Africa, Does it make sense to say that these vital
tankers may be threatened before they cross 23% degrees of
North latitude without arousing the determined interest of
NATO?? Of course not. As accurately as I can determine, the
Tropié of Cancer as the southern sea boundary of NATO naval
interest was established purely out of an early desire to
avoid the risk of disagreement within the membership -- no
one ever really checked to see if some other dimension to

the alliance would be acceptable or even if a boundary on

the limitless sea were necessary. .In fact, I can see no valid
reason for adhering to this arbitrary limit in this coming
decade. On the other hand, I can visualize many very compelling
reasons why to do so would iﬂvite great difficulty, if not
disaster. 1Is it not the height of folly to let the fledgling

sea commanders of Russian forces believe that we are not really
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interested in what they might do, so long as it is south of
that imaginary line? Consider the prospect of "hot pursuit"
of an unidentified submarine which may have thréatened a |
NATO interest but then headed South to what the submarine
commander may regard as sanctuary, since we have never declared
otherwise. Should we not question whether the continued
adherence to this sea limit adds to or detracts from the
security of the members of NATO -- is there reason to believe
that gradual enlargement of NATO sea operations to the South
Atlantic would be other than advantageous to our interests?

At least let us now consider these questions, understanding

in advance that certain political sensitivities may be aroused,
but ready to face them and bow only to those which are, in
fact, valid and controlling. We must equally be ready to
pursue imaginative new horizons where our sensivities are
proven to have been misplaced.

Also with regard to geographic limits to NATO interest,
consider the situation in the Mediterranean at the moment.
Twenty years ago, the southern Flank of this Alliance was
considered as existing somewhere in the reaches of the
international waters of that sea. Is that consideration
valid today, or has the determined activity of the Soviets
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in the countries of the North African littoral changed the
basis for locating that vital flank? Should NATO Mediterranean
sea forces continue systematically fo ignore those southern
gshores of the Mediterranean as beyond their interest? Would
it not be to our mutual advantage to affirm our interest in
some of the states of North Africa, possiby by a planned
series of port visits of NATO-characterized forces with NATO
requesting the visits? Might not such a visible display at
least give the leaders of countries not yet totally alienated
from our beliefs some altemative to the embrace of the
Russian Bear?

In considering all these approaches we are again confronted
by coﬁcern for NATO internal political sensitivity to changes
which may influence national political positions. However,
should we not also consider the ultimate implications of
the Nixon Doctrine in this area before making judgment? --
"United States partnership' in place of "United States dominance'
can be a powerful tool to national leadership in justifying
reasonable shifts of balance within our proven alliance
structure., Further, what better proof of our strength need
we send to the Sovi ets than to show them that we are, at
this advanced state of our mutual understanding, able to
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subordinate previous disagreements to a firm resolution in
the face of the clear and accelerating threat which we
perceive?

As President Nixon said, ''the postwar era in inter-
national relations has ended,'" and it is time for us all
to seek new approaches to our mutual security problems.

As naval officers, each understanding the real responsi-
bilities of command, we find ourselves beset today by circum-
stances and threats not of our own choosing -- we cannot
change them, for both sets of pressures have arisen from
the realities of life in a complex and interdependent world,
The options available to us are, as always, limited, Just
as we of the U.S., Navy are seeking tc communicate our needs
to our civilian masters, so must you all. --And in explaining
to them our perceptions and requirements we must provide them
with options based on imaginative new solutions or programs.
At least, it is essential that we discuss our problems, not
ignore them. Merely by seeking new alternatives, we will grow
stronger together.

Finally, I believe that, within the spirit of partnership
announced by the Nixon Doctrine, we will find the seeds of a
revitalized Alliance. Already, the early successes of the

26



Standing Naval Force Atlantic and our Mediterranean Surveillance
Force, together with the promise shown by our Maritime Contingency
Forces Atlantic, prove that we have only begun to explore the

realistically attainable dimensions of true partnership.

Iv, CONCLUSION
Gentlemen, I have tried today to give you a view of my
personal approach to some of the urgent problems which bear
on our common interests as we face the new decade ahead.
There are many such problems, and I have cited only those
few which seem representative of the difficulties ahead of
us individually and collectively. I recognize that none are
amenable to swift and efficient solution, but I do believe
they can be solved or minimized if we try. Just as a decade
ago a young American President said of the problems facing
America and the World in the 1960's:
"All this will not be finished in the first
one hundred days. Nor will it be finished in
the first one thousand days... Nor even perhaps

in our life-time on this planet. But let us begin."

I am ready to begin., Thank you,.
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SUBJECT (C7} -

How could we proceed to encourage our Allies to make a greater
contribution to control of the seas?

HIGHLIGHTS (U)

The growing Soviet maritime presence has become a challenge

to vital sea lines of communication. At the same time, most
Allied navies are faced with rising costs, decreasing funds and
comparatively low national priority. If the trend continues,
the Soviets will be able to use naval forces coercively but
without need for a clear confrontation. Political and econonic
advantages (an increase in power) will .accrue thenm.

DISCUSSIONS (C)

Among the free maritime nations of the world, we can:

1. Encourage national actions which:
- increase the exchange of ideas.
- foster national organizations to generate public
support of navies. :
- reduce sophistication and standardize naval weapons
systems.

2. Encourage regional actions which:
- Strengthen the political and economic links of
maritime nations in order to:

a. Resolve regional differences.

b. Recognize maritime interdependence.

c. Build common maritime strategies.

d. Increasc existing naval strength as forces.
in being through multinational forces and
joint operations.

- Acquaint political leaders with the benefits to be
achieved by navies operating together.

- Examine multinational comsortiums to develop and pro-
duce ships and weapons systems.

We may improve allied contributions through US actions which:
- Relate MAP aid to actual security neceds of rocipients.
- Offset the tendency of the US technological pace
to outstrip allies:
a. US construction is increasingly divergent from
the requirements and means of Allies.

b. Tactics and doctrine may cease to be compatible.
c. The problem is-becoming critical in communications
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SUBJECT (U)
NATO/SEATC Exchange Program

HIGHLIGHTS (C)

-- NATO/SEAT0O Exchange Program planning begun at CNO
initiative in summer, 1970. .

-- Concept is to put USN personnel in desirable allied-Navy
shore billets with Allied counterparts serving aboard
US Navy ships. .

-- Initial planning completed and policy authorization
obtained by January 1971. CNO personal letters sent
to 7 Allied Navy Chiefs on 12 February: Australia,
New Zealand, Canada, FRG, Italy, Greece and Turkey.

nitial contacts with UK and Netherlands made personally
CNO. Total: 9-countries.

- == All countries have responded:

1. UK, Italy and New Zealand: planning negotiations
underway.

2. Netherlands and Greece.

‘Interest shown. Further contact promised by both
but not yet made.

3. Canada, Australia, FRG, and Turkey.
Initial response holds open possibilities.
Further contact promised after more staffing.

--Oceanographer Exchange Program jointed to NATO/SEATO

Exchange Program. Action underway on one USN Captain
billet each for Canada and Australia.

--Policy approval requested from ISA/STATE to expand Exchange
Program to include Belgium, Mexico, and Brazil.

DISCUSSION (C)

Several problems have ‘become evident as plans for the
Exchange Program progress:
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- a. Security and the disclosure of information

to foreign mationals. On what ships in which billets may
foreign nationals be assigned? Op-942 is preparing recom-
mendations.

b. Other navies have the same personnel imbalances
as US. Several willing to accept US men without sending
theirs. U. S. Navy-does not have billef "spares' and
needs foreign personnel to f£ill vacated slots.

c. Agreement on rank/rate and specialties to be
exchanged. ' '

d. Scarcity within other navies of funds for transporta-
tion and support of their personnel.

e. Rélationship of NATO/SEATO Exchange Program and
standing”’Interchange Progranm.

- Work on ironing out these problems is continuing.

RECOMMENDATION (C)

Casual remayks in support of the Exchange Program by
CNO to Allied Navy Chiefs during the forthcoming European
trip would probably help expedite action in favor of the
NATO/SEATO Exchange Program. ‘
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SEGRET : CDR R. J. KURTH, USN
o Op-616C X76788
22 June 1971
SUBJECT (U)
EXCHANGE OF. VISITS BY WARSHIPS

HIGHLIGHTS (8)

-- Navy has been seecking incremental increase in visils to
Soviet ports by mon-combat USN/USCG vessels. Reasons:
reciprocity, open Soviet ports, pave way for possible
exchange of warship visits.

-- Two successful visits recently. USCGC SOUTHWIND
to Murmansk in September, 1970; USNS KELLAR to Nakhodka
in April 1871.

-- Navy has asked USCG to visit Nakhodka in October. Plans
underway.

-- Navy wants exchange of warship visits with USSR.
-- Nothing to lose, much to gain.
-~ Time is right to move now.

-- Soviet Fleet status is fact based on oxder of
battle and ability to operate, not US attitude.

—- NATO Allies (Denmark, Norway and Netherlands) are
- planning exchanges.

-~ Exchange may increase US knowledge of Soviet fleet:
operational capability and infrastructure.

-- May exént subtle influence on USSR, whether exchange
offer accepted or rejected. o

-- May provide US populace with vivid image of Soviet
Navy useful to USKN objectives.

-- Proposal will vrequire careful preparation with our Allies.
Italians may be most sensitive to implications.

-- First visit should be US warship to Soviet port.

DISCUSSION (S)

The Navy proposal ds the subject of a CNOM tabled with
JCS requesting support and forwarding memo of support to SECDEF.
Navy seecks authority .to propose exchange of visits on a service-
to-service basis after careful political coordination at home

and abroad.
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CDR R. 5. KURTH, USN
— Op-616C X76788
SECRET 22 June 1871

RECOMMENDATIONS (S)

-~ That CNO not mention specifics of plan to Allies at this
time. ‘

-~ That CNO seek Allied reactions through eliptical remarks
concerning extension Norwegian, Danish, Duteh visit plans
to a USN proposal toc USSR.

SECRE
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BRIEF BIOGRAPHY OF ADMIRAL ELMO RUSSELL ZUMWALT, JR., USN

Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., was born in San Francisco,
California, on November 29, 1920. He attended the U.S. Naval
Academy and was graduated with distinction and commissioned
Ensign on June 19, 1942, He attended the Naval War College
{1952-1953) and the National War College (L961-1962). He
advanced to the rank of Admiral on July 1, 1970.

Admiral Zumwalt assumed command as the nineteenth Chief
of Naval Operations on July lf 1970. Prior to his present
assignment, he served as the Commander Naval Forces, Vietnam
and Chief of the Naval Advisory Group, U. S. Military Assist-
ance Command Vietnam. Other significant positions of respon-
sibility have included Director of the Systems Analysis Group
in the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Executive
Assistant and Senior Aide to the Secretary of the Navy, and
Director of Arms Control and Contingency Planning for Cuba
in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Affairs.

He has commanded Cruiser-Destroyer Flotilla SEVEN, the
guided missile ship USS DEWEY, the destroyer USS ARNOLD J.
ISBELL, and the destroyer escort USS TILLS.

puring World War II, he served on the destroyer USS
ROBINSON and saw action against enemy Japanese battleships
during the Battle for Leyte Gulf on October 25, 1944, After
the cessation of hostilities in August 1945, and until December
8 of that year, he commanded, as prize crew officer, the HIMJS
ATAKA, a 1200-ton Japanese river gunboat. Ir that capacity,
he took the first ship flying the United States flag up the
Yangtze River since the outbreak of World War II.

Admiral Zumwalt's decorations include: The Distinguished
Service Medal with a Gold Star in lieu of Second Award, the

Legion of Merit with Gold Star, and the Bronze Star Medal and the

Navy Commendation Ribbon, each with the Combat "V". In addi-
tion, he holds twelve campaign, service and theater medals,
and awards or decorations from the Republic of Vietnam, the
Philippines, and Korea.

Admiral Zumwalt is married to the former Mouza Coutelais~
du-Roche of Harbin, Manchuria. They have two sons, Elmo R.
gumwalt, III, and First Lieutenant James Gregory zumwalt, U.S.
Marine Corps, and two daughters, Ann F. Zumwalt and Mouza
C. Zumwalt.
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CNO PROGRAM AND BUDGET STATEMENT

FY 1973

Introduction

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before you in
support of the Navy's budget request for Fiscal Year 1973.
Again this year, Admiral Moorer, in h}s statement

presents a thorough exposition of our national nuclear
deterrent forces. I shall therefore discuss the naval
component of these forces only in connection with our
ULMS program, for which we regquest a substantial increase
in funding in Fiscal Year 1973.

The Unigue Role of Naval Power

Tn his statement, the Secretary of Defense elaborates
on the total force concept and particularly on how our
defense planning fits within the Nixon Doctrine and the
strategy of realistic deterrence. As he makes clear, with
the advent of nuclear parity, general purpose forces, those
of our allies as well as our own, are intreasingly meaningful
for deterrence in the types of situations which we as a
nation and as a partner in several alliances may face in
the next decade. Mobile, flexible forces are the key elements

of such forces. In some situations, naval forces, including
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amphibious forces with embarked Marines, are the only forces
that can be brought to bear quickly and effectively without
dependence upon forward bases, overflight or landing rights
or other support requiring the consent of territorial
sovereigns. They thus provide a "signal" coupled with
power, yet permit the exercise of restraint.

The 1970 Jordan crisis provides a unique example of
tﬁe utility of such Navy/Marine Corps forces. If CINCEUR
had wished to transport ground or air forces from Germany,
they probably would have had to follow the circuitous route
gshown on this slide:

(SLIDE #1)

Naval power, including an amphibious force with
embarked Marines was close at hand - available - and capable
of rapid reinforcement.

Likewise, in the event of hostilities, we must recognize
the inescapable reality that assured control of the seas
is the indispensable element of a strategy which envisages
military support of allied forces or the employment of
military forces overseas. Here again, conventional naval
forces - in the sea control role - are the key element
in making our stfategy a success.

I have been discussing the more traditiocnal roles of

the Navy, but I believe a new one is emerging.

.......
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Effects of Increasing Dependence on the Oceans

In the next decades, as technology improves, the sea
is certain to become a major source of the world's resources.
Tt is already becoming a valuable asset and hence a disputed
one, not only for what can be pumped or mined from below the
sea bed, but for what can be done with the sea itself.

No one can deny the trend; the question is entirely
one of time. One peacetime use of the sea that will be vital
to our economy is certain to be upon us soon.

' (SLIDE #2)

During the past year, it has become increasingly clear that,
by 1985 or so, we will have to import perhaps a half of the
petroleum we need. The guantities imported by sea will be
vast -- on the orde; of 12 million barrels a day. This will
require from several hundred to over 1060 tgnkers, each of
70,000 tons, fully committed to deliveries of oil to the U.S.
The potential for coercion of the U.S., with or without allies,
inherent in this situation is ominous when one considexrs the
measures the Soviets are taking to imbrove their Navy.

Because of the utility of conventional naval forces in
so many roles, I wish to devote the major portion of my
posture statement to a status report on how we stand vis-a-vis
our most likely adversary and on our progress on the programs

we have initiated to improve our relative situation.

SECRET
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The Present Situation

Last year I outlined for you the current capabilities of
the Navy with respect to four naval capabilities:

(SLIDE #3)

Assured second strike

Control of sea lines and areas

Projection of power ashore

Overseas presence
The last three of these categories constitute the

Nav&'s contributions to this nation's conventional deterrent
and war fighting-capability. Last year I pointed out the
rapid growth of Soviet maritime power in these categories

;5 in relation to our own strength. A few of the key indicators
from last year are shown on the next two slides.

(SLIDES #4 and 3)

The trends indicated here have continued. For example,
during 1971, the Soviets added 7 missile ships (including
the first of a new class of guided-missile cruisers) to
their naval inventory. They accelerated production of
Yankee class ballistic missile submarines. Last year,

they produced a total of 13 nuclear submarines of all types.

These additions indicate a continuing effort to upgrade
the Soviet Fleet. Here are some other recent indicators

of this trend:

4 SECRET



SECRET
(SLIDE #6)

- Five new generations of anti-ship missiles have
been identified.

- New SAM's have been mounted on several sizes of
combatants.

- A 3000-mile sea-launched ballistic missile was
tested in December.

-~ A new 25,000 ton fast underway replenishment ship
(AOR) has been deployed.

- ASW-configured Bear aircraft have been deployed.

- BACKFIRE, a variable-geometry wing jet bomber, with

3,000 mile radius is undergoing high-priority tests.

Soviet shipyards are being upgraded substantially.

We also have ample reason to belie&e that construction
has begun on the largest ship ever built in a Soviet shipyard.
Moreover, in recent conversations, Soviet naval officers have
told us in confidence that the Soviet atﬁitude toward aircraft
carriers is flexible, if not‘already changed. Thus, on two
independent bases there is a strong possibility that this
new ship may have an air related mission. I personally
believe we are seeing the Soviets develop some new type
of carrier that will provide them with tactical aircraft
on the high seas, in order to meet their expanding naval

requirements.

5 - SECRET
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soviet naval growth is not reflected only in new and

improved hardware, however.

(SLIDE #7)
‘As I said last year, the rising strength of the Soviet Navy
can also be seen in its large number of worldwide deployments,
as, for example, in the Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean.
During the tndian-Pakistani War, the number of Soviet naval
surface ships in the Indian Ocean reached a high of 26,
Another sign is the increasing sophistication of its fleet
exercises, as demonstrated in Exercise OKEAN in 1970 and
this past year in a series of summer exercises conducted by
the various fleets. I am sure you recall seeing pictures
of Soviet warships operating within a few miles of Hawaii.

(SLIDE #8)

The year 1971 also saw major increases in the frequency
of visits by Spviet naval ships to foreign ports and the
continued use of naval forces as extensions of statecraft
in the furtherance of foreign policy.

(SLIDE #9)

The Soviet Navy suffers from one basic weakness —--— a lack
of sea-based tactical air. It is therefore more dependent
on land-based air support than we are. This deficiency is
only partly compensated for by anti-ship missiles. Thus,

the sea-based air.pover of the United States Navy, which is

6 :./E.l.i .:‘..:
SECRET



SECRET

vital to both sea control and projection missions, marks a
key difference between our Navy and the Soviets'. They
must compensate in the near term by access to ports and
airfields around the world. They are doing this at an
impressive rate as indicated in this slide.

(SLIDE #10)

Their ability to shape domestic public opinion or dis-
regard it entirely makes it easier for them to plan such
access. By contrast, since the mid-1950's the U.S. has
reduced its facilities and personnel overseas, excluding
Southeast Asia, by at least a third.

As I noted last year, we trace the beginning of the
Soviet Navy's current spurt of growth to the Cuban missile
crisis of 10 years ago. It is only within the past few
years, however, that we have percéived the scope of that
expansion. All along, we have underestimated it. The
following slide illustrates the extent of those underestimates.

(SLIDE #11)
As you can see, except for conventionally-powe;ed submarines,
we have consistently had to revise our estimates of the Soviet
naval forces upward as the true scope of their build-up

became apparent.
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pespite the growing evidence of increasing Soviet
naval power, the U.S. has reduced its naval forces steadily.
This slide
(SLIDE #12)
shows the plans for U.S. naval strength for 1975, drawn
up in 1967 and every year since. in every category except
nuclear attack submarines, our current plan shows a
reduction of 40% to 59% compared to 1967.
In actual strength,
(SLIDE $13)
too, the budget you are considering provides for forces
that are reduced below the levels of 1965, that is, before

the Vietnam buildup:

Ships " = down 37%
Aircraft - down 18%
Military personnel = down 10%

Only in the numbers of civilian employees, reflecting
the situation in our swollen supporting structures, do we
show no significant reductions. It is in this area that
we shall have to make cuts this year and the next, and we
ask your understanding as we £find it necessary to reduce

civilian personnel levels, close bases, Or both.
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I recognize that comparing two Navies principally on
the basis of numbers of ships, weapons, and aircraft may
not constitute an accurate assessment of their relative
strengths. Many intangibles must be considered - maritime
tradition, battle experience, esprit-de—-corps, battle
readiness, logistic support and many other factors all
play a part. In many of these areas the Soviet Navy is
largely untested while the U.S. Navy has proven itself in
Wworld War II and the almost constant, high tempo operations,
including combat, that we have conducted in the post-War
years. BY coming along behind us in construction, the

Soviet Navy has been able to optimize against us, as, for

exanple, with large gubmarine forces and surface-to-surface

missile forces. The USSR has also acquired access to many
land bases for her naval arﬁ to add a third dimension to
the naval power she can bring to bear against the U.S. Navy.
As we modernize our forces, we now have the opportunity -
and the challenge - to counter-optimize against them. The
programs we have initiated - many of which are reflected

in the FY 1973 budget, are in many cases, directed to that
goal and, if supported by the Congress, will go a long way

toward reversing the trend which. I have been discussing.
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Progress on New Initiatives

Last year I spoke to you of several new initiatives
that we were taking to offset the adverse effects of
force reductions. I can now report significant progress
in some areas, but I am dissatisfied by our slow progress
in others. For your convenience, I have grouped these
new initiatives in the same general categories as last year.

Initiatives Involving Multi-Purpose Forces

(SLIDE #14)

Multi-Mission Ca